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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TBE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i \liTP I 

Vermilion 
Activity 

-1s 
Overlay Reference Reconcili, 

Step 1 Step .3 

Reconciliation of URA Sten 4 

1. Locatable Minerals Opportunities 

M-1A All locatable Minerals 

The opportunities to protect the identified-subeconomic 
uranium, manganese, gypsum, and silica sand resources and to explore for 
the undiscovered deposits of these minerals would involve keeping the 
unit open to exploration and mining claim location under the general 
mining laws. All federal locatable minerals in the unit are open to ex- 
ploration and location under the general mining laws and therefore no 
recommendation is necessary to accomplish this opportunity. The unit 
will remain open to the operation of the general mining laws unless some 
action is taken to the contrary. 

2. Leaseable Minerals Opportunities 

M-2A Oil and Gas 

The opportunity to explore for undiscovered deposits of oil 
and gas would involve keeping open those areas presently open to oil and 
gas leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act. No recommendation is necessary 
to accomplish this opportunity because this reflects the present situation 
which will prevail unless some action is taken to the contrary, 

3. Salable/Free Use Minerals Opportunities 

M-3A Sand and Gravel - Material Site Rights-of-Way 

The opportunity to continue production from these sites requires 
no recommendation because production will continue by the State Department 
of Transportation under the long term right they have acquired under 
these R/W's until they relinquish them. 

M-3B Free Use Collection of Petrified Wood 

The opportunity for the continued free use collection by the 
public requires no recommendation because the entire unit is open to 
such collection within the constraints of regulation. This situation 
will prevail unless some action is taken to the contrary. 

M-3C Picture Stone 

The opportunity for mining claim location of picture stone 
does not require a recommendation because the unit is entirely open to 
exploration and location under the mining law. This situation will 
prevail unless some action is taken to the contrary. ! 

Note. Attach additIona :;hcets. :I needed --___--- 
‘/(,k’!,,, :,ri,:\. i,,, ,C’,‘C,T,,, Form ibfXl-21 (Ap. 



UNITED STATES Name I,\lFPI 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Vermilion 
Activity 
Minerals 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective Number 

Dalness Objective. Provide sufficient salable and free use minerals to meet 
Swain local demand through the issuance of free use permits and mineral ma- 
Fagan terial sale contracts. 
Jensen 
July 1978 Rationale. Salable and free use minerals (mostly sand and gravel and to 

a lesser extent petrified wood) are the only materials in the unit with 
present economic significance. Demand for sand and gravel is expected 
to increase about 5 percent per year or more in response to Kane County 
coal development. Demand for petrified wood is expected to at least 
remain stable in the future. An estimated one-third of these materials 
presently come from ELM lands within the unit. As private and state 
reserves are depleted, sources on BLM lands will become more and more in 
demand. 

2 

_-..- 
(Instructions on ret’erse) 

- 
Form 1600-20 (Aprtl 19ij) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i UFPI 

Jennilion 
Activity 

als 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Dalness Recommendation M-l.1 
July, 
1978 Issue free use permits and material sale contracts averaging 6,000 cubic 

yards of sand and gravel per year over a period of the next 20 years 
from sites containing approximately 250 acres within the area delineated 
as M-l.1 (For allotments involved see Table 1). 

Support Needs 

Area staff for EAR's as needed. 

Access roads. 

Rationale 

The area delineated includes known and inferred deposits of sand and 
gravel in the unit. It is within this area that sand and gravel de- 
velopment can be expected to occur; exactly where is dependent upon the 
results of future exploration and public demand and needs. The amount 
needed from BLM lands to support this demand is based on past and pre- 
sent use and an expected minimal increase in the mid 1980's in response 
to coal development. Demand will come from county and state highway 
construction and maintenance (free use) and private construction (sales). 

Impact Identification 
July, 
1978 CR 1.1 Development of gravel would preclude the protection of the 

Crescent Butte archeological site (100 acres). 

R 2.1 Gravel development would interfere with protection of the 
Shinarump Cliff ruins. 

R 2.2 Gravel development would interfer with protection of the 
Vermilion cliffs interpretive site. 

R 3.3 Gravel development would interfere the designating the Ponder- 
osa sand dunes as an outstanding natural area. 

w 1.1 240 acres in the Mollies Nipple allotment are recommended for 
protection because of frail watershed. 

Note. iittach additIona sheets. of needed 

I,,.:,;,< :i r,,, c t,,, I~‘,‘PlCC’i Form 1600-21 (April 1’77;‘1 



Fagan Analysis of Impacts. Before any gravel sale takes place a detailed on 
Se 778 site inventory of endangered/threatened plants will be done and areas 

where such plants exist will be excluded from the proposed gravel sale 
area. 

There is no minable gravel deposits on the Crescent Butte archeological 
site. Protection of this area as proposed in CR 1.1 would not present 
a conflict with potential gravel sales. 

Since there are large areas of gravel deposits available elsewhere the 
benefits to be gained by providing protection for the Shinarump and 
Vermilion cliffs far outweigh any benefits to be gained by allowing 
gravel sales in these areas (R 2.1, R 2.2). 

The proposed Ponderosa Sand Dunes Natural Area will continue to be 
managed on a multiple use basis which could include future gravel 
operations (R 3.3). 

The minerals recommendation to make gravel available in frail watershed 
areas conflicts with watersheds recommendation to protect frail water- 
shed (W 1.1). Without knowing if, when and where we may receive future 
applications for gravel it is impossible to analyze the degree of impact. 
If we get future requests for gravel in these areas, appropriate stipu- 
lations will be made part of the authorization which will mitigate the 
adverse impacts associated with frail watershed. In the event that 
suitable stipulations are not feasible the requests to acquire gravel in 
these areas will be denied. 

Fagcal Multiple Use Recommendation. The recommendation is modified as follows: 
Sept 1978 

Consider gravel removal on a free use or sale basis to meet demand 
anywhere within the known and inferred deposit areas with the exception 
of the Crescent Butte, Shinarump Cliffs and Vermilion Cliffs recreation 
sites. Make gravel available in areas identified as frail watershed 
only if appropriate stipulations can effectively mitigate any adverse 
effects on the watershed resource. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Dalness Recommendation M-l.2 
July, 
197% Issue material sale contracts for an average of one ton of petrified 

wood per year over a period of the next 20 years from sites containing 
about 5-10 acres within the area delineated as M-l.2 (for allotments 
involved see Table 1). 

Name f \tI:I’i 

Vermilion 
Actlvltv 

. 
inPralz 

Overlav Reference 

Step 1 SteD 3 

Support Needs 

Area staff for EAR's as needed. 

Access roads. 

Rationale 

The area delineated includes known and inferred deposits of petrified 
wood in the unit. It is within this area where sales would take place; 
exact locations of sales depends upon where the best deposits are found 
through exploration and where the demand is. Demand will come from 
local commercial rock shop owners. 

Te 0111 Impact Identification 
July, 
1978 Watershed Recommendation 1.1 ((W-1.1) recommends prohibition of sales of 

mineral materials from frail, highly erodable soils to minimize soil 
loss and salinity of runoff water. This conflicts with the above minerals 
recommendation on the 5 - 10 acres where material may be mined. 

Recreation Recommendation 2.1 (R-2.1) recommends protection of an arche- 
ological site known as the Shinarump Cliff Ruins and enhancement of 
opportunities for interpretation and sightseeing of the site. The 
conflict with minerals involves up to 40 acres surrounding the ruin. 
Commercial petrified wood removal in close proximity to the site would 
detract from this recreation proposal. 

Recreation recommendation 3.1 (R-3.1) recommends designation of 160 
acres of the Mollies Nipple allotment in the Kimball Butte area as a 
Research Natural Area. Petrified wood sales in close proximity could 
detract from the purpose of a natural area. 

Visual Resource Management recommendation 1.1 (VR-1.1) recommends 
establishment of a visual resource management (VRM) Class II area along 
the Vermilion Cliffs. Excavation for petrified wood along the base of 
Vermilion Cliffs could conflict with the proposed VRM class. 

The proposed petrified wood sale area includes potential recreation 
sites identified in the URA as Seaman Wash Campground and Red Canyon 

lb.' 0 f e .\rtnch ciddltlonal shrels. ,t needed ____~__ ___- ---__ __ 
it,Y’t.., ‘, ,I’, I,,; IL’ ,‘7V(., Form 16’10-21 Apr11 l’~T:r 



Picnic Site. It also has the possibility of detracting from recreational 
collecting of petrified, an existing use identified in the URA. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. It should be made clear that the minerals recom- 
Sept 1978 mendation is to allow sales of petrified wood from 5 to 10 acres within 

an area of known or inferred deposits amounting to several thousand 
acres. It is also siqnificant that the recommendation is for sales 
averaging I ton per year over a ZO-year period. This means there may be 
some years when there would be no sales. The recommendation considers 
that the suggested area and the amount of petrified wood to be sold 
would meet the demand over a ZO-year period. The recommendation antici- 
pates that exact location of petrified wood removal should be from one 
of the best deposits which should be determined through exploration and 
demand as indicated by prospective purchasers. 

Much of the areas of known or inferred deposits are in conflict with 
rather wide areas identified to be protected as frail watershed and 
areas identified as Class II VRM areas. All of the areas outside Class 
II VRM areas fall within VRM Class III or IV areas. The remainder of 
the conflicts are site specific recreation recommendations or oppor- 
tunities involving four relatively small sites of from 40 to 160 acres 
per site. The sites are small in comparison with the thousands of acres 
of potential deposits. 

Considering the above information, two alternatives to the 
be considered: 

proposal may 

Alternative 1. Restrict petrified wood exploration and sales to a tota 
of 5 to 10 acres outside frail watersheds, and the four identified 

1 

recreation sites. 

Analysis of Alternative 1. All conflicts and impacts would be mitigated 
except potential impacts of mining activities on Class III and IV VRM 
areas and impacts on conflicts with collectors of petrified wood for 
recreation purposes. 

Alternative 2. Consider petrified wood exploration and sales anywhere 
within the known and inferred deposit areas to meet demand except the 
four identified recreation sites, i.e., (1) proposed Kimball Butte 
research natural area, (2) Shinarump Cliffs Ruin, (3) the potential 
Seaman Wash Campground, and (4) the potential Red Canyon Picnic Site. 
This alternative may allow some potential petrified sales on frail 
watershed areas. 

Analysis of Alternative 2. Conflicts and impacts with the recreation 
sites would be mitigated. Potential sale areas in frail watershed and 
Class II VRM areas would have to be analyzed on a site basis if, when 
and where such sales may be requested. 

A comparison of the impacts between the recommendation and the alter- 
natives is given below: 



Degree to which 
conflicts with 
other resources 
are resolved. 

Degree to which 
objective of 
recommendation 
is met. 

Economic impact 
to public land 
users. 

Social impacts 

Short term vs. 
long term effects 

Irreversible 
impacts 

Impact on institu- 
tional values. 

Recommendation 

Partially if 
protective stip- 
ulations could 
be developed. 

Complete 1Y 

Insignificant 
impact. 

Could be adverse. 
Concensus if that 
Watershed, Cultural 
scenic, recreational 
resources should be 
protected. 

Alternative 1 

All if stipu- 
lations are de- 
veloped to pro- 
tect Class III 
or IV VRM areas. 

Comp letely 

Same 

None 

Could result in None 
adverse short term 
and long term im- 
pacts if stipulations 
could not be developed 
to protect resources. 

Could result if None if stipu- 
stipulations could lations are 
not be developed developed to 
to protect re- preserve class 
sources. III, IV scenery. 

None None 

Alternative 2 

Paritally if 
protective 
stipulations 
can be devel- 
oped to protect 
Class II VRM 
areas and 
frail watersheds. 

Completely 

Same 

None 

same as rec. 

samd as rec. 

None 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 2. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
JZ 781 



Recom. No. M-l.1 

Mollies Nipple 
Brown Pasture 
Rock Reservoir 
Navajo Wells 
Seaman 
White Sage 
Seeps 
Muggins Flat 
Driveway 
Dish Pan 
Lone Fourty 
Shinarump 
Gravel Pit 
Lost Spring Gap 
Dry Lake 
Johnson Canyon 
Boot 
First Point 
Lower Hog 
Old Fort 
Congor Canyon 
Trail Well 
Pipe Springs 
Willow Springs 
Yellowjacket 
Art Canyon 

TABLE 1 

Allotments Involved In Minerals 

Recommendations 

Recom. No. M-l.2 

Mollies Nipple 
Vermilion 
Seaman 
White Sage 
Flag Point 
Neaf 
Seeps 
Muggins Flat 
Driveway 
Eight ?lile Gap 
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Recomcnd.lt 1011 ultlllut or Pnrt of Your 
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H-IA ?,econciliation 

X-1A Rcconciliotton 

H-lh Rcconcillatlon 

H-lh Reconciliation 

H-IA Rrconcillation 

HI.1 

n: .2 

5-2,\ Rcco”ciliation 

H-1A Rcco”ciliotiOn 

Rl.1 (-) 

la.1 t-1 

R3.1 C-1 

R3.2 (-) 

R3.3 (-1 

160 acres ln Art C.~“~~III hllotrcnc (Sarld Sprlnr~ camp site) rrcwmc”dcd for withdr.?wal from 
r!rtry u”dcr Xininy, 1.1~ v~~uld prcvcnt mtnrr.11 cxploratlon nnd po~~~lblc discovery of minerals. 
Area 5~311 enouch for iw surf.lcc stlpulatinn 00 011 nwl F,aq Icases. 

420 acres rccon-lcndrd for wirhdrnvnl from entry under !linlnF, I.av would prevent mineral ex- 
ploration and posslblc dlscnvcry of mlncr>ls. Areas are ~nnll enough for no surface stlp- 
ulntions on 011 and p,rs ~cI~c*. Yontezuza Yinc (40 acres First Point Allot); Cotton- 
wood Cliff Dvclling (20 acrI:s. Trail Canyon); Long Cnnyw-Eock Art Cr~r;:on (83 acrea Meadow 
Canyon A: let) ; Crcscnt Rutte Ruin (43 acres, Trail Canyon Allot). Tratl Canyon Overhang 
(40 ncres, Trail Cn”y0n hllot); Shinarun:, Cliffs Ruin (40 acres. NavnJo Vclls Allot); 
;clep.r.IFh Flats (:O .?cres, !loIllcs Nipple Allot). 

3150 acce?s reconmr”Jcd For wlthdrnval from entry under Htnlng Llw would prevent mineral 
exploration ilnd po5sihlc <liscovrry. Areas .?re sar.11 enough for no surface stipulation 
in oil and p.n5 lclncs. No !!nns “,..;a (2,DEO acres, unallotcd); Xlmhnll Butt-: (160 acrea 
Yollles Yiipplc dllrrt)); Dtn”.,‘s Thrn”c (910 :,crcs. C.?rwl :ct. Allot). 

11RO JC*GLI rcco~miiis!cJ fnr v::!i‘lr.ivnl from entry unJcr ?i”l”C I..lu ulxtld prcvtllt ex- 
plorntlnn J”J pos~lhl*, dl.:cl~v~~ry of FL”er.lls. Arm s.nall cnou):h for “u surface sttp- 
u1otton on 311 anil psas lC2SPS. :J;lter Canyo”lSouth Fork Indian Canyon (1280 acres, 
Farm C~ny”n/.\rt Czoyo” Allotments).- 

1640 ~crcs ln Art Cnnycq’Fnrm Canyon Allotncnt (Pondrrosa Sri”“” Dunes) recomccndcd for with- 
dr,qval frcm cnrry un#lrr ?ltnln~: 1.3.~ vuuld prcvc~~t vxplor.lt ion and possible discovery 
of nlncrnls. A*,-., w.31 I +~no~tj:h for “* surfncr sttpul.lt ion on 011 lnd ,:.I9 leases. 

1X1.1 (-) 100 acres in Dishpan nllotmcnr (Crcso”t Auttlx) rccow?ndcd for vlthdr.lv.?l from entry 
u~ider !I!nlng Lnw woulr! ;art.z:lt cxpiorJtlon and posslblc dlscovcry of minerals. Arta 
sell crolc!l for “n surface stipulation on oil and gas lc~ncs. 

k’l.1 (-) 2&O acres I” Xollics Nipple allotment recommewled for no sale of mineral materials. 
An ustlvvated 100,000 - 200,000 cubic yards of rr.arerial involved. 

~1.1 (-) 1550 acres 1” Verl?llllon allotment and 3340 “cres In Yollicn Nipple allotment recommended 
for no sale of mineral materials. An esttnclced 1 million cubic yards of material involved. 

WI.1 (-) 76,191 acres recozaendcd for no lease operations (no occupancy). This would preclude oil 
and gas exploration nnd possible devclopnenr in an excesslvcly large area. 

RH3.2 (-) 177.0 acres (unallottcd in Ko Qns Hcsa) and 90 ncrca (unallottcd in Diaru’r Throne) 
are recommended for vlthdravel under the minfne law which would prevent mineral exploration 
and possible discovery. Areas small enough for no aurfacc :Itlpu!atlon on oil and gas leasea. 

NO 

No 

so 

No 

NO Yes 

NO YCS 

No 

NO 

Yes. allov 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
lease operations 
with stipulations. 

YCS 

Yes 

YCS 

Yes 
. 

NO Yes 



HFP Inter ‘on 
Activity 19 

-- 
Would; .\cccI)t inK 

Conflicting 
Conflicting 

Possible Rccommeodat ion 
or Positive 

Recommendat ion 
to Modify Eliminate All 

Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much7 Compromise Recommendat ion 

n1.i Vl.1 (-) Protection of endangered/threatened plants would preclude sand and gravel sales from areas No Yes 

Exist lng 

Existing 

as follows: 

Key on Veg. Overlay Allotment 

D White Sage 
8, D Dishpan 
8 White Sage 
A Art Canyon 

5-10 acres would be involved or 10-50.000 cubic yards of material. 

M-4.1 (-) Proposed plowing and seeding involves about 200 acres of a material site 
way in Wollies Nipple allotment. 

RI+4.1 (-) Proposed plowing and seeding involves about 300 acres of identified petc 
In Seeps allotment. . 

right of 

if led wood 

NO 

No 

Yes 

Yes 



Vermilion 
Lands 

Reconciliation 

Reconciliation: Only those management opportunities in LJRA Step 4 which 
require specific management decisions or policy determinations have been 
carried across as MFP Step 1 recommendations. Those management oppor- 
tunities which are covered by existing BLX policy and administrative 
precedures are documented in this reconciliation. 

URA Step 4 

Page 1-1, Paragraph 5: Community Watershed for Fredonia, Arizona. 

Future consideration of this matter is tied by recommendation 
~-2.2 to compliance by the City of Fredonia with the terms of 
its right-of-way grant. 

Page 1-2, Paragraph 1: Community Watershed for Kanab, Ut. 

No documented request or need exists for this action. 

Page 1-2, Paragraph 4: Agricultural Lands - Disposal. 

Only specific, documented demands for agricultural lands have 
been recommended under L-1.2. 

Page 1-4, Paragraph 2: Class D County Roads. 

The issue of which road belongs under specific jurisdiction 
will have to be handled administratively on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Page l-4, Paragraph 4: Acquisition of legal access to the public 
lands. 

Documented access needs for specific resource problems are 
contained in the recommendations for those resources. 

Page 1-6, Paragraph 2: Cancellation of C&MU Multiple Use Class- 
ifications. 

Action on these classifications requires further specific 
instructions from the Washington Office. 

Page 1-7, Unauthorized use 811. 

Can be handled under existing administrative procedures. 

Page l-7, 1Jnauthorized Use W16. 



Can be handled under standing administrative procedures. 

Page 1-7, Unauthorized use A17. 

Can be handled under standing administrative procedures. 

Page 1-7, Unauthorized use f/18. 

Colonel Jacobs has been approached and has refused to file for 
a new right-of-way. The situation can be handled through 
standing administrative procedures or it can be settled under 
recommendation L-5.2 through coordination with Kane County. 

Page l-8, Unauthorized use #20. 

Can he handled under standing administrative procedures. 

Page 1-8, Unauthorized use 822. 

Can be handled under standing administrative procedures. 

Page 1-9, Lands Quality I/l thru 4. 

Can be handled through standing administrative procedures. 

Page 1-9, Lands Quality 85. 

Requires specific resource input on values but can be handled 
through standing administrative procedures. 

Page 1-9, Lands Quality i/7. 

Requires specific resource input but can he handled through 
standing administrative proceedures. 

Page l-10, Lands Quality ~~9,11,12,13,14 and 23. 

Can be handled through standing administrative procedures. 

Page l-10, Lands Quality 622. 

No firm proposal for disposal to the State exists at this 
time. Any lesser solution such as a cooperative agreement can 
be handled administratively. 

Page l-11, Lands Quality i/24. 

Requires specific resource input hut can be handled through 
standing administrative procedures. 



UNITED STATES I Name CM F P) 

DEPARTAIENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAXD %IANAGEr.IENT 

. . VeWn 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVIT\I’ OBJECTIVES 

Durkee Objective: Make approximately 400.00 acres of public lands within the 
Swain planning unit available in the next 5 years to meet private and 
Fagan public purposes demands in that portion of Kane County covered by the 
Jensen planning unit. 
July, 1978 

Rationale: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to manage the use and occupancy of the public 
lands in order to best meet the national interest. BLM policy, as 
stated in Section 1602.1 of the Manual, further defines this policy by 
stating that where appropriate, BLM will provide public lands to help 
meet peoples' needs for growth and stability in their communities. 

The Vermilion URA, Step 3 documents the existence of demands on the 
public lands for new public service facilities. It also documents 
management problems associated with other existing facilities and uses. 
The Planning Area Analysis further documents that a BLM response to 
these needs is justified. 

_ _-.--- _ 
IIICI~I,, tmns 0~1 rrc~erTe) Form 1600-20 (AZ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name Clll’f’l 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-1 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-1.1. Publish Recreation and Public Purposes classifi- 
July, 1978 cations on 234.63 acres of public lands within the planning unit in 

response to the following identified needs (table L-l). 

Sanitary land fill and sewage treatment site in T.44S R.6W., 
SLBM,aSec. 8, Lots 1 and 2, NYJE$., for the City of Kanab. (154163 
acres) 

Rationale. The garbage collection and disposal system for Kanab fails 
to meet minimum State and Federal health standards. The City's existing 
sewage treatment facility is also in poor operating condition and is not 
able to meet similar minimum standards 100 percent of the time. This 
site has been studied and identified as suitable to fill these needs as 
reported to the City in a facilities study. 

b. Sewage treatment site in T.41S., R.7W., SLBM Sec. 30, Lots 2 & 
3, SW&NE&, NbsE$NW+., for the Long Valley Sewer District. (140 acres) 

Rationale. The Long Valley Sewer District has filed an R&PP application 
for these lands. Formed by the communities of Glendale and Orderville, 
together with the Mount Carmel Junction area, this special service 
district was created in response to State and Federal pressures to abate 
water pollution in the east fork of the Virgin River caused by sewage 
outflows from these areas. This use qualifies under R&PP to the extent 
that specific plans meet State and Federal quality standards as well as 
BLM land use and acreage limitations. 

C. Outdoor education site in T43S R6W SLBM Sec. 27, NE&NW+., for 
the Kane County School District. (40 acres) 

Rationale. The school district has filed an application for this site 
under R&PP. This use qualifies under R&PP to the extent that develop- 
ment plans meet the requirements of BLM policy and the requirements of 
law. 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Land Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Soils/Watershed Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 

Note Attach addltlonal shc*ets. I( ncedcci 

Is .,‘S’,L ‘:1,,,\ <,,, ,C” <‘I\‘,‘, Form lfWO-21 (April l(J;?‘t / 



Te impact Identification 

JL 378 
w-1.2. Watershed recommendation for a specific management practice 
requires retention in public ownership (Gravel Pit, 160 acres). 

WL-1.1. Wildlife recommendation for a specific management practice 
requires retention in public ownership (Gravel Pit, 160 acres). 

RM-1.1. Range Management recommendation for a specific management 
practice requires retention in public ownership (Gravel Pit, 160 acres). 

RM-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 2.2. Same as above. 

RM-3.1. Range management recommendation to dispose of this parcel 
supports L-l.la recommendation for disposal (Gravel Pit, 160 acres). 

VRM-1.1. Visual Resource Management recommendation would establish 
visual class which would place constraints on the physical development 
of this area associated with the proposed disposal (Gravel Pit, 160 
acres). 

VRM-1.3. Visual Resource Management recommendation calls for specific 
management practices which would require retention in public ownership 
(Gravel Pit, 160 acres). 

W-l. 1. Watershed Management recommendation calls for specific manage- 
ment practices which would require retention in public ownership (Cane1 
Junction, 140 acres). 

WL-1.1, 2.1. Same as above. 

VRM-1.1. Visual Resource Management recommendation would establish a 
visual class for the area which would place constraints on the visual 
impact of any physical development associated with the proposed disposal 
(Carmel Junction, 140 acres). 

WL-2.1. Wildlife recommendation for specific management practices would 
require retention in public ownership (Fishtail, 40 acres). 

VRM-1.1. Visual Resource Management recommendation establishes visual 
classes which place constraints on the physical developments associated 
with this proposed disposal (Fishtail, 40 acres). 

Alternatives. These disposal sites have all been studied as to their 
feasibility for the purposes cited. It is, therefore, considered use- 
less to recommend alternative sites for these purposes in the MFP pro- 
cess at this time. 

F, 
Sept'1978 

Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. Range, watershed, and wildlife 
have all noted that specific management practices have been recommended 

5 



for these sites which would benefit the overall management programs of 
these activities. 

Although it is true that these specific management practices could not 
take place on these parcels of land if transferred to private or corpor- 
ate ownership, the extent to which the objectives of our overall manage- 
ment program for these resources is tied to these lands is very small. 
In fact, these are small, isolated tracts. The range management spe- 
cialist identifies that in the long run, our overall management would, 
in fact, be enhanced by disposing of these parcels of land for these 
purposes. 

The conflicts identified with the recommended VRM class can be mitigated 
or eliminated by putting proper constraints or stipulations on the 
authorizing documents. 

The benefits to the cities in the county by acquiring these parcels of 
land for these purposes outweigh the resource conflicts identified with 
disposal of these lands. 

iii;? 1978 
Multiple Use Recommendation. The recommendation is accepted with the 
clarification that specific applications for these lands will be pro- 
cessed according to applicable procedures and regulations which will 
include a detailed environmental analysis report. Some adjustments in 
the proposal may be necessary as a result of future environmental anal- 
ysis reports. 

;an iz81 
Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. Refer to RM-3.1 for 
additional land disposals. 

I’ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name I \I/-f') 

Vermilion 
Actlvltv 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

lands 
Overlay Rcierence 

Step 1 L-1 Step 3 

Durkee 
July, 1978 

Team 
July, 1978 

Fagan 
Sept. 1978 

Recommendation L-1.2. Make approximately 101.25 acres of public lands 
within the planning unit available to the following applicants to 
satisfy the requirements of the Public Sale Act of 1968 (table L-l). 

A. U-16477 filed by Merrill S. Robinson in T42S, R6W. SLBM, in 
S%SWkSE+NE& Sec. 17. (1.25 acres). 

B. U-16491 filed by Finley Bunting in T42S, R5W, SLBM, NW&SW+ 
Sec. 14; NE+SE$ Sec. 22; W%Sbl%NW% Sec. 23. (100 acres). 

Rationale. Under the Public Sale Act of 1968 (Unintentional Agricul- 
tural Trespass Act), disposal by public sale is a legitimate solution to 
the trespass situations represented here. The Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 repealed the Public Sale Act of 1968 but appli- 
cations such as these which were filed prior to the passage of FLPMA are 
still valid, having until 1979 to be completed. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Land Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Mineral Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Mineral Reports 
Soil Scientist - Field Exam and Reports 
Appraiser - Appraisal Report 

Impact Identification 

L-1.2a. Visual Resource Management recommendation 1.1 (VRM-1.1) recom- 
mends visual classes which could place constraints on physical develop- 
ment that may be associated with disposal. 

Analysis of Impacts. VRtl-1.1, in effect, recommends a visual resource 
management Class II for the area recommended for disposal. While it is 
an interacting recommendation, VRM-1.1 does not consider the proposed 
land disposal as a conflict with the proposed VRM class. 

The proposed disposal area is or has been used for agricultural purposes. 
The VRM class was recommended considering the treapass, and it is assumed 
land use would not significantly change with disposal, since the pro- 
posed disposal is a very small parcel adjoining a relatively large 
acreage of private land. Therefore, disposal would have no significant 
effect on the VRFI class. 

Note: Attach additIona sh~*ets. II n~ded ___- 
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In view of the fact that VRM-1.1 does not consider the proposed disposal 
as a negative impact on the proposed VRM class and there are no other 
resource interactions, consideration of alternatives to the disposal 
recommendation is unnecessary. 

L-1.2b. Watershed recommendation (W-1.2) calls for specific management 
practices which would require retention in public ownership. 

Allotment Acres 

Dry Lake 40 

Wildlife recommendation l/L-2.1 calls for specific management practices 
which would require retention in public ownership. 

Dry Lake 
Granary Ranch 

40 
30 

Wildlife Recommendation WL-2.2 is the same as above. 

Dry Lake 40 
Granary Ranch 30 

Range ;lanagenent recommendation RM-1.1 calls for specific management 
practices which would require retention in public ownership. 

Dry Lake 40 
Granary Ranch 30 

RM-1.2, 1.3, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.8, 2.9, and 3.3. Same as above. 

Visual resource management recommendation VRM-1.1 establishes visual 
resource classes which could place constraints on the physical develop- 
ments of the area associated with this proposed disposal. 

Allotment Acres 

Dry Lake 40 
Granary Ranch 30 

Visual resource management recommendation VRM-1.3 requires retention in 
public ownership for a specific management practice. 

Dry Lake 40 
Granary Ranch 30 

The lands applied for under the Public Sale Act of 1968 are presently 
classified for multiple use management under authority of the Classifi- 
cation and Multiple Use Act. 



Faydn 
Sept. 

Analysis of Impacts. Watershed recommendation 1.2 (W-1.2) recommends 

1978 intensive grazing management practices on 46,614 acres. This includes 
the 40 acres in the Dry Lake Allotment, which is a part of the 100 acres 
proposed for disposal. The watershed goal in intensive grazing manage- 
ment is to increase cover and reduce soil loss. If the land is irri- 
gated and cultivated after disposal, 
for sale under the application, 

which is assumed if it qualifies 
the cover would be increased with a 

resultant decrease in soil loss which would meet the watershed objective. 

Wildlife recommendation 2.1 (WL-2.1) is to allocate forage to meet the 
needs of potential deer numbers anticipated by the Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources. 
ing allotment. 

The AUM needs and potential are indicated by qraz- 
The proposed disposal would eliminate deer habitat-from 

Federal control in the amount of 40 acres in the Dry Lake Allotment, and 
about 30 acres in the Granary Ranch Allotment. Other areas of the 
disposal are unallotted. 

The wildlife estimates are that to meet potential needs, 95 AUMs will be 
needed in the Dry Lake Allotment, and 53 AUMs will be needed in the 
Granary Ranch Allotment. The potential of these two allotments is 
estimated to be 159 AUMs or 11 AUMs more than the estimated need. 
Disposal of 70 acres from the two allotments would result in a decrease 
of wildlife habitat from Federal control which would produce about 2 
AUMs of forage. 

Wildlife recommendation 2.2 (WL-2.2) is to increase the amount of bitter- 
brush and cliffrose to 10 percent of the vegetative composition in the 
Dry Lake Allotment. The loss of 40 acres in this allotment from Federal 
control would be an insignificant loss of habitat from the standpoint of 
losing browse species potential. Neither of the above losses (AUMs or 
browse potential) are considered of enouah significance to require 
retention of the land in Federal ownership. The proposed disposal is 
not considered to be a negative impact to WL-2.1 or 2.2 in the wildlife 
section of the MFP. 

Of the impacts from range management recommendations identified in the 
impact section, only four have a direct measurable impact. All the 
recommendations pertain to range management proposals on both an interim 
and long term basis covering the same allotments. They involve iden- 
tification of areas that are suitable to be grazed, proposals for seasons 
of use, the amount of AUPls that should be allowed to be used, the pro- 
posed number of cattle to utilize the AUF%, and proposals for other 
aspects of implementation of systems in a grazing management program. 
All of these proposals amount to the fact that only 40 acres of the Dry 
Lake Allotment would be affected. The area of disposal in the Granary 
Ranch Allotment is considered unsuitable for grazing with no recommendation 
for grazing use within the area of proposed disposal. It is estimated 
that the 40 acres in Dry Lake Allotment would produce slightly more than 



1 AUM. Since the chance for error in measuring or managing for forage 
use involves greater limits than 1 AUM the possible loss of the forage 
through disposal is not significant enough to require retention of the 
land in Federal ownership for range management purposes. 

Most of the range management recommendations do not consider the dis- 
posal to be an impact. Those that do identify it as an impact identify 
the loss of 40 acres of suitable grazing resulting in the loss of 1 AUMs 
as discussed above. 

As is described in L-1.2a above, VRM-1.1 also does not consider the 
disposal in L-1.2b as a conflict with the proposed VRM class. The class 
was proposed considering the land may be included with adjoining farm 
land. The same is true for VRK1.3; the recommendation was made assum- 
ing the land in question would be included as farm land with adjoining 
private land. 

The classification of lands under the Classification and Multiple Use 
Act does not preclude sale under the Public Sale Act of 1968. 

In view of the lack of significance of the impacts as described above, 
consideration of an alternative to the disposal (L-1.2b) is unnecessary. 



Summary effects of the proposals are evaluated as follows: 

L-1.2a L-1.2b 

Extent objective 
is met 

Extent conflicts with 
other resources are 
resolved or mitigated 

All 

Economic impacts to Unknown but considered 
the applicant somewhat beneficial. 

Economic impacts to 
county 

Beneficial but 
insignificant. 

Irreversible impacts Could cause problems to 
visual resources but 
considered unlikely 

Unavoidable impacts 

Short, long term 
effects 

Effects on institu- 
tional values 

1.25 acres would go to 
private ownership of 
400 acres proposed in 
the objective. 

since present use (agri- 
culture) will most 
likely be continued. 

100 acres would go to 
private ownership of 
400 acres proposed in 
the objective. 

All 

Same 

Same 

Same 

None None 

None None 

None None 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the disposal recommendations. This 
recommendation is based on MFP considerations and the fact that poten- 
tial conflicts with other resource use as described above would not 
preclude disposal. The recommendation does not consider other require- 
ments which must be met in adjudicating the applications for disposal. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 



TABLE L-l 

Prioritv Number Type Location Acres Allotment 

1 L-1.2a 

L-1.2b 

2 L-l.la 

L- l.lb 

L-l.lc 

PS 

PS 

R&PP 

R&PI' 

R&PP 

T. 42 S., T. 6 W., 
Sec. 17. 

T. 42 S., T. 5 W., 
Sec. 14, 22 & 23. 

T. 44 S., R. 6 W., 
Sec. 8, Lots 1 & 2, 
N+NE$. 

T. 41 S., R. 7 W., 
Sec. 3, Lots 2 & 3, 
SW$NE+,N%EkNWk. 

T. 43 S., R. 6 W., 
Sec. 27, NEkNW%. 

1.25 Gravel Pit 

60.00 Granary Ranch 
40.00 Dry Lake 

154.63 Gravel Pit,, ,'. 
t.- . 
c I' 

140.00 Carmel Jet. 

40.00 Fishtail ~~ "‘:..t 
,' .\' 
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l -"kITED STI'.f'ES ' 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUliEAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRb.MEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MF P) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-2 Rights of wa\ 

Durkee Objective: Make public lands in the Vermilion Planning Unit available 
Swain for small scale rights-of-way serving local transportation and utility 
Fagan needs. The suitability of applied for rights-of-way will be judged on a 
Jensen case-by-case basis. Use of authority for the termination of rights-of- 
July, I.978 way will be used as needed to assure compliance with the conditions and 

stipulations of rights-of-way grants . 

Rationale; Demand for rights-of-way on public lands within the planning 
unit will continue as population levels in the area continue to grow. 
BLM policy as stated in section 1602.1 of the manual is to provide 
public lands where appropriate to help meet peoples' needs for the growth 
and stability of their communities. 

Authority for this policy is provided by Title V of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976. FLPMA also addresses unauthorized 
use of rights-of-way on the public lands in Section 506, stating that 
nonuse or noncompliance may be grounds for suspension or termination of 
rights-of-way. 

_ _ - ._---_- 
- insfrtr< :rws nn rctvrsel 

k 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND ?JANAGE~J~ENT 

Name c \11:1’) 

Vermilion 
Actlvlts 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-2.1 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-2.1. Make public land in T43S, R6W, Sec. 22., avail- 
July, 1978able for use as a communications site. The Kanab Lions Club television 

repeater (application U-38334) and the Kane County Sheriffs Department 
radio repeater will be included in this site. Additional communications 
facilities serving the Kanab area will be directed to this site as well. 
(one-fourth acre) (Table L-2). 

July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept. 1978 

Rationale. The Lions Club has been issued an improper special land use 
permit for the use of this site. In order to establish proper tenure 
they have filed for a right-of-way under Title V of FLPMA. The Kane 
County Sheriffs Department is operating a radio repeater on this site as 
well. This radio repeater is in trespass at this time but qualifies for 
a right-of-way under Title V of FLPMA. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist. Field Exam, Trespass Settlement and Land Report. 
Archaeoloqist. Field Exam and Report. 

Impact Idenrification 

VRM-1.1. Visual Resource Management recommendation establishes visual 
classes which place constraints on the physical developments associated 
with any right-of-way action (Fishtail, .25-acre). 

VRM-1.2. Visual Resource Management recommendation to paint existing 
towers on this site supports L-2.1 recommendation to grant formal rights- 
of-way to the existing users (Fishtail, .25-acre). 

Analysis of Impacts. VRM-1.1, in effect, recommends establishment of 
visual resource management classes. For the area recommended as a 
communication site, a VRM Class II area is recommended. This recommenda- 
tion has been made considering the existing towers for the Kanab Lions 
Club television repeater and the Kane County Sheriff's Department radio 
repeater. Considering this fact and the VRM 1.2 positive interacting 
recommendation that those towers be painted and the site cleaned up, 
there is no constraint on legalizing the existing facilities from a 
visual resources point of view. There could be a cq_?straint on using 
the site for additional facilities. However, additoinal facilities can 
be allowed if a contrast rating for each additional proposal indicates 
it will meet VRM Class II standards, either as it is proposed, or with 

. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. If needed - 
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appropriate stipulations on each proposal to meet VRM Class II require- 

$1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

ments. 

Evaluation of Proposal 

Extent land objective is met 

Extent conflicts with other resources 
are resolved or mitigated 

Economic impacts to applicants 

Economic impacts to county 

Irreversible impacts 

Unavoidable impacts 

Short-term, long-term effects 

Effect on institutional values 

Partially 

All 

Unknown 

Unknown 

None 

None 

None 

Positive benefits in supplying 
television service to area 
residents. 

Positive benefits to law enforce- 
ment officials resulting in 
direct benefits to county resi- 
dents. 

Impact of additional facilities 
would have to be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. Require paint- 
ing or other necessary rehabilitation in authorizing existing facilities. 
In considering applications for future facilities, require a contrast 
rating for each proposal and only grant the proposal where it meets the 
standards of VRM Class II or where appropriate stipulations can be 
imposed to maintain VRM Class II standards. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 



Durkee 
July, 1978 

Team 
July 1978 

UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i Ill-PI 

Vermilion 
Acttvlty 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 step 3 

Recommendation L-2.2. Amend the City of Fredonia's right-of-way grant, 
SL-062734, to include those portions of the city's system which is 
outside of the existing survey plat. Settlement of trespass on these 
currently unauthorized portions of the water system will be to bring the 
system into compliance with Federal and State regulations as they apply 
to health standards. Compliance with these regulations will provide the 
basis for future consideration for the designation of a community water- 
shed for the City of Fredonia. 

Rationale. The City of Fredonia has extended its collection system for 
its culinary water supply far beyond the limits of its original surveyed 
grant. To the extent that this system is Fredonia's only source of 
culinary water, the immediate removal of the system is not a feasible 
alternative. The only alternative which remains from a legal point of 
view is to bring those trespass portions of the system within the auth- 
orization of the original grant. This should however be done on the 
basis of compliance with applicable health and environmental standards. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam, Trespass Settlement and Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Watershed Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 

Impact Identification 

W-l.1 recommending protection of frail watersheds interacts with the 
recommendation in the northern part of Section 21, T43S., R7W where 
water collecting facilities have been constructed in trespass in Water 
Canyon. While the construction of water collecting facilities is not 
specifically mentioned as an encroaching action in W-1.1, it could have 
the same detrimental effect of increasing erosion as other named devel- 
opments. 

W-2.1 recommending improvement and protection of culinary water supply 
for Fredonia is complementary to the recommendation. 

WL-3.1 calls for improvement of riparian habitat on the same sites where 
water collecting facilities have been granted and where they have been 
constructed in trespass. The site of the major conflict is in South 
Fork of Indian Canyon where there is concern that continued development 
will lead to access that will cause increased erosion which will degrade 
riparian habitat. 

Note ,\ttach additional sheets. if needed --_ 
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R-3.2 recommends designation of an outstanding natural area where water- 
ncting facilities have been constructed in trespass in Water Canyon 
in the northern portion of Section 21, and in South Fork of Indian 
Canyon in the southeast portion of Section 12, both in T43S, R7W. 

CR-2.1 recommends no further development of water-collecting facilities 
in the Cottonwood Canyon drainage until an intensive archaeological 
inventory is completed to determine the impacts of the Fredonia water 
system on cultural resources and the feasibility of managing the area as 
an archaeological preserve. 

VRM-1.1 recommends modification of the landscape only if modifications 
meet visual resource management class standards established for the 
area. The area of the collecting system falls in recommended visual 
Class II which indicates changes in basic elements should not be evident 
in the basic landscape. 

VRM-1.2 recommends cleanup of pipelines of the Fredonia water system. 

VRM-1.3 recommends exclusion of grazing in riparian areas where the 
water-collecting systems are located to allow vegetation to develop 
undisturbed. 

Fanan Analysis of Impacts. One of the principal factors of the interactions 
I 1978 is grazing. Even though grazing is not indicated as a direct conflict 

with the recommendation to authorize the treapass water collecting 
systems, it is a conflict in that grazing may contaminate a source of 
culinary water. Closing the upper end of the Cottonwood Canyon drainage 
just below the junction with Water Canyon to grazing as recommended by 
W-2.1 would result in loss of use of 7 AUMs. The benefits of improved 
water quality outweigh the benefits from utilizing the 7 AUMs of forage. 
Eliminating grazing as indicated above will eliminate some of the con- 
flicts posed by W-1.1, WL-3.1, R-3.2, and VRM-1.3. 

Conflicts other than grazing in these recommendations are that the areas 
containing trespass facilities extend into the R-3.2 recommendation area 
for an outstanding natural area. Ordinarily, manmade structures of this 
type are not to be included in natural areas. 

The WL-3.2 and W-l.1 recommendations are also concerned with continued 
access and development in the South Fork of Indian Canyon and the lower 
reaches of Water Canyon, which could increase erosion to degrade ripar- 
ian habitat and watershed conditions in the canyons. 

Other interactions not heretofore discussed are VRF!-1.1, VRM-1.2, and 
CR-Z-l. VRM-1.2 recommends cleanup of a ZO-acre area containing the 
pipeline system without reference to which portion should be cleaned. 
Cleanup is defined in URA Step 4, Visual Resources, page 2 as removing 
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unnecessary pipe, burying functioning lines, and closing and rehabili- 
tating areas no longer being used. This recommendation would not con- 
flict with the recommendation to authorize trespass facilities. The 
cleanup procedures could be applied as mitigating measures to be used as 
terms for authorization. 

VRM-1.1 recommends the area be classified as a Class II visual resource 
management area. Page 9-l of URA Step 3, Visual Resources, indicate 
significance of intrusions were considered in the recommended class 
designations. Therefore, authorization of existing facilities would 
create no detrimental effect on the class designation. On the contrary, 
authorization could require rehabilitation measures which would improve 
scenic values. 

CR-Z.1 recommends no further development. This would not conflict with 
existing facilities, even though they are in trespass. Authorization of 
existing facilities would require, as a matter of legal requirement, 
protection of cultural resources. 

From the above analysis, concerns for riparian habitat, watershed condi- 
tions, and recreation values lead to the following alternatives that 
should be considered in association with this recommendation. 

1. Authorize the facilities constructed in trespass which would expand 
the existing grant, and modify the boundaries of the proposed outstand- 
ing natural area to exclude the area of the facilities. 

2. Require the trespass facilities to be removed. 

3. Authorize the trespass facilities and accept the outstanding nat- 
ural area recommendation, recognizing the water facilities will encroach 
in the natural area. 

4. Authorize the trespass facilities and reject the outstanding natural 
recommendation. 

Comparative Analysis. The community of Fredonia has no other source of 
culinary water. There are indications that this source does not now 
adequately supply the community's needs. There is the possibility that 
the water supply could be increased by wells in Cottonwood Canyon or its 
tributaries, but this has not been proven. The water needs of the 
community are a higher priority in immediate use of land and resources 
than the protection of conflicting use of other resources such as preser- 
vation of natural values, watershed, and riparian habitat in the same 
area. Therefore, alternative 2 must be dismissed at the present time 
until better sources of increased water supply are proven. Authoriza- 
tion of the trespass facilities can require terms and conditions to 
mitigate, so far as possible, features of construction which would 
encroach on riparian, watershed, and recreation values. 

16 



In considering alternatives 1, 3, and 4, some of the major features such 
as pictographs, hanging gardens, etc., suggesting designation as an 
outstanding natural area, are located in Indian Canyon in the vicinity 
of the water facilities. The elimination of grazing in lower Water 
Canyon may lead to improved natural conditions to merit designating all 
of the recommended area. On the other hand, it should be recognized 
that designation could create an "advertising" effect which would attract 
more visitors to the area which could be detrimental to water quality in 
a culinary watershed. Cultural values may be better preserved by not 
"advertising" the area as a result of an outstanding natural area desig- 
nation. 

It should be emphasized that the Lands URA 3, page 1-12, indicates the 
water facilities '. . . fail to meet regulations dealing with State and 
Federal laws as they apply to health and environmental standards". This 
situation should lead to BLM cooperation, possibly with both Arizona and 
Utah Health Departments, as well as EPA to work with Fredonia to bring 
existing and new facilities within terms of the grant and future grant. 
This action could lead to improved facilities, possibly through State or 
Federal grants, which could lead to removal of existing trespass facil- 
ities in the area that have high natural, riparian, and cultural values. 

Eventual removal of these facilities could pave the way for future ONA 
designation if danger of pollution to municipal watershed was no more a 
threat. 

F Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 4. Eliminate grazing 
Sec. L978 in the area recommended by W-2.1. Authorize trespass facilities. Work 

with the States of Arizona and Utah as well as EPA and the city of 
Fredonia to upgrade facilities and development of additional water, 
possibly through deep wells to supply community needs. Establish a 5 
year time period for the city to bring its facilities to standards 
required by the grant of right-of-way. 

Require the city to cleanup area as recommended in VRM-1.2. 

Support Requirements. Correlate multiple use decision with: 

1. EPA, States of Utah and Arizona, Department of Health to upgrade 
facilities. 

2. State of Utah, Division of State Lands on elimination of grazing in 
Cottonwood Canyon, Sec. T43S, R7W. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. Cooperate with the 
Jan 1981 city of Fredonia as necessary to provide the culinary water for the city 

and still resolve the problem as soon as possible. 

Support. See the multiple use recommendation. 



Support Requirements. Correlate multiple use decision with: 

1. EPA, States of Utah and Arizona, Department of Health to upgrade 
facilities. 

2. State of Utah, Division of State Lands on elimination of grazing in 
Cottonwood Canyon, Sec. T43S, R7@. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation to eliminate the 
Jan 1981 recommendation to designate the area as an ACEC. Cooperate with the 

city of Fredonia as necessary to provide the culinary water for the city 
and still resolve the problem as soon as possible. 

Rationale. The area can receive protection that is needed through 
multiple use management without designation as an ACEC. 

BLM must recognize the use of the area as a continuing source of culi- 
nary water. 

Support. See the multiple use recommendation. 

*** ---Decision 2.2 has been amended by designating 225 acres of public 
land within the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon area as an 
ACEC. There will be no impact to Fredonia's future culinary 
water needs.. Refer to the attached amendmentYEA at the back of 
the MFP for more information. 

& +4.Qw-L ia-q-8-6 



Table L-2 

Prioritv 

1 

Number Tvpe Location Acres Allotment 

L-2.1 R/W T. 43 S., R. 6 W., k Fishtail 
See. 22. 

2 L-2.2 R/W T. 43 S., R. 6 W., 0 Watercanyon 
Sets. 14,15,17,23,26 & 35 
T. 44 S., R. 6 \I., 
Sec. 11. 

. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TIiE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVIT’/ OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPl 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-3 
Lransportatlon 
and Utility 
Corridors 

Durkee Objective: Make public lands in the Vermilion Planning Unit available 
Swain for the development of major, interstate transportation and utility 
Fagan systems. These systems, however, will be confined to clearly designated 
Jensen corridors with the intent of preventing the proliferation of such develop- 
July, 1978 ments at random, throughout the planning unit. The systems to be so 

confined are, all electric transmission systems over 69 kV, all Class A 
roads, all railroads, and all special systems such as coal slurry pipeline: 

Rationale: The Planning Area Analysis for Kane County documents the 
potential for major energy related development in the area. Should such 
development occur, the Vermilion Planning Unit will be impacted by the 
transportation needs associated with shipment of coal to markets outside 
the area. Section 501 (a) of FLPMA, authorizes the Secretary of Interior 
to grant rights-of-way for such purposes. It also states that "In order 
to minimize adverse environmental impacts and the proliferation of 
separate rights-of-way, the utilization of rights-of-way in common shall 
be required to the extent practical." No formal regulations or instruc- 
tions have been forthcoming covering the creation of corridors. 

~_. -.------ ___ -- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND RIANAGEMENT 

Name (\I/-/‘) 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlav Reference 

Step 1 L-3.1 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-3.1. Establish Utility Corridor No. 1 (UC-l) along 
July 1978 U.S. 89 from Mt. Carmel Junction south to Kanab and from Kanab east to 

the planning unit boundary. This corridor will extend 0.5-mile on 
either side of the highway. Between Mt. Camel Junction and Kanab, the 
use of this corridor will be restricted to underground facilities and 
utilities transmission systems of 134 kV or less. Between Kanab and the 
eastern boundary of the planning unit all types of systems will be 
allowed. Variance in width may be allowed between Kanab and the bound- 
ary for systems which are dependant on specific topographic features. 
This corridor will be approximately 55 miles long and will include 
approximately 11,000 acres of public lands. 

Rationale. This corridor reflects the major existing transportation 
route through the planning unit. In addition to the highway it pres- 
ently contains a 69 kV utility line as well as a telephone toll line, 
both serving the Kanab area. These facilities are shown on the URA Step 
3, existing situation Overlay 1. 

The width of 0.5-mile on either side of the highway is recommended in 
order to allow new facilities to be placed far enough away from the 
highway to prevent visual intrustions on the foreground as seen from the 
highway. Restrictions on the type of systems allowed in the various 
parts are dependent on topography. 

Support Needs; 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Watershed Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Engineer - Field Exam and Reports 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

W-f.f. Watershed recorrrnendation that surface-disturbing activity be 
eliminated from parts of the proposed corridor route conflicts with L- 
3.1. 

Note: Attach additional sherts. If needed 

Ir;\:r,,c-i!,lr,\ ,iJ, rcr (‘ITPI 
- 3: 
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R-2.2. Recreation recommendation to establish an interpretive turnout 
along U.S. 89 conflicts with the proposed utility corridor recommended 
by L-3.1 in the following area south of Mt. Carmel Junction from the 
aspect of visual impact (Clay Flat, 1,000 acres). 

R-3.1. Recreation recommendation to establish research natural areas 
would conflict L-3.1 where they overlap on Diana's Throne. Camel 
Junction from the aspect of visual impact. 

CR-1.1. Cultural Resources recommendation to prohibit development 
conflicts with L-31 where they overlap on Crescent Butte. 

CRM-1.1. Visual Resource Management Recommendation establishes visual 
classes which would constrain physical development within the corridor 
recommended by L-3.1 Dish Pan, Five-Mile Mountain, Mollies Nipple, 
Vermilion, Seaman, White Sage, Driveway, Navajo Wells, Sunny Side, 
Thompson Point, Lower Hog, Trail Canyon, Red Knoll, Lower Hog, Trail 
Canyon, Red Knoll, Lower Hog, Trail Canyon, Red Knoll, Carmel Junction, 
Twin Hollow, and Virgin River. 

v-1.1. Vegetation recommendation to protect rare and endangered plants 
creates constraints on the placement of physical developments in por- 
tions of the corridor recommended in L-3.1. Vermilion, Seaman, White 
Sage, and Muggins Flat (AZ). 

The proposed corridor also interacts with the following existing re- 
source values identified in the Recreation URA. 

1. It passes near an area segregated under the C&MU Act, known as the 
Diana's Throne campground site (undeveloped). 

2. It passes through a 2,627-acre parcel segregated under the R&PP Act 
in Kanab Canyon. Recreation development in this area has not occurred. 

3. It passes through the northeastern edge of an area identified in a 
1965 recreation inventory as the Cottonwood Canyon Recreation Area. 

Fagan Multiple Use Analysis. There is no identified need for utility or other 
Sept. 1978 rights-of-way along this proposed ocrridor, other than those existing as 

described in the rationale, therefore, there is no management basis to 
mitigate or eliminate potential conflicts at this time as identified in 
the impact section above on the basis that someone someday may propose 
to construct utilities in this proposed corridor. 

We lack detailed engineering design feasibility information to designate 
a corridor with the intention of requiring future applicants to stay 
within its bounds. 



In summary, it would be premature to designate this proposal as a corri- 
dor for utilities in this planning unit. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Do not designate the proposed corridor. 
Sept 1978 Evaluate each future proposal to construct utilities in the vicinity of 

this proposed corridor or elsewhere in the planning unit on the basis of 
constraints imposed as a result of other resource decisions in this MFP 
and on resource information in the URA. 

Prepare an environmental assessment of impacts on a case-by-case basis 
using URA and MFP information to arrive at a decision as to whether any 
proposal will be granted or how it should be modified. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. Coordinate pro- 
Jan 1981 posals for rights-of-way with the Kaiparowits Transportation Study 

completed by Environmental Research and Technology, Inc. for BLM in 
1980. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

RUREAUOFLANDMANACEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Durkee 
July 1978 

Durkee 
1978 

Name i.\lFf’J 

Vermilion 
Activity 

J v 

step 1 step 3 

Two recommendations have been made for utility corridors to serve the 
Alton Coal field. 

These two recommendations will be treated as one for impact analysis and 
multiple use recommendation because one can be considered as an alter- 
native to the other. 

Recommendation L-3.2. Establish Utility Corridor 2 (UC-Z) along the 
route covered by right-of-way application U-31542. This corridor will 
be approximately 27 miles long and 0.5 mile wide covering approximately 
8,000 acres of public lands. All types of utility and transportation 
systems will be allowed within this corridor. 

Rationale. This corridor reflects the primary route, proposed by industry 
for the transportation of coal out of the Alton coal field (as applied 
for by Pacific Fuels). 

Recommendation L-3.3. Establish Utility Corridor (UC-3) north from the 
Arizona line and along County road 10, from its junction with U.S. 89. 
This corridor will follow Johnson Canyon and will be 15 miles in length, 
covering approximately 1,500 acres of public lands. Utility systems 
involving electric transmission lines will be permitted to extend up to 
0.5 mile on each side of the road, but will be restricted to 134 KV or 
less. Underground systems such as coal slurry pipelines will be allowed 
only within the bottom of the canyon's main drainage. No major surface 
systems such as railroads will be allowed within this corridor (table L- 
3). 

Rationale. This corridor reflects the secondary north-south transporta- 
tion route within the planning unit. It follows topographic features 
which are suitable for underground facilities or for utility systems 
which are not dependent on specific terrain features. It provides ready 
access to the Alton coal fields for these types of facilities. Restric- 
tions on the types of systems allowed are called for in order to protect 
the visual character of the corridor area. In addition to the partly 
paved road which it follows, this corridor currently contains a 13-KV 
electric distribution line serving local needs. 

Note .lttach uddittonal sheets. If needed 3t 
L-- -__ 
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Identification of Impacts. The following identified impacts are the 
result of both interaction with other resource recommendations and 
resource conditions and values described in the URA. 

Watershed Interactions 

w-1.1. Watershed recommendation would eliminate all surface disturbance 
from parts of the corridor area recommended in L-3.2. The major part of 
the proposed corridor is in an area of sandy soils susceptible to high 
wind erosion. Clearing vegetation could result in loss of topsoil and 
blowing sand. Considering the low water-holding capacity of the soils 
and low precipitation in the area, the probability of seeding success is 
estimated to be only 3 out of 10 years. 

W-l. 1. Watershed recommendation would eliminate all surface disturbance 
from parts of the corridor area recommended in L-3.3. Much of the 
proposed corridor area is private land, so it has not been inventoried 
and evaluated as to erosion and other watershed conditions. Of the 
public land that has been inventoried, there are large areas of sandy 
soils with some sandy loam. Clearing vegetation could result in loss of 
topsoil and blowing sand. Considering low water-holding capacity of 
the soils and low precipitation, the probability of seeding success is 
estimated to be only 3 out of 10 years. 

VRM Interactions 

VRM-1.1. Visual Resource management recommendation establishes visual 
classes which place constraints on the visual impacts of physical develop- 
ments with the corridors recommended in L-3.2 and L-3.3. 

Recreation Interactions 

L-3.2. The corridor includes an 80 acre area segregated under the C&MU 
Act known as the Yellowjacket Picnic site (undeveloped). This area 
contains a 27 acre isolated stand of aspen lying next to Yellowjacket 
road which is considered unique because it occurs in a zone dominated by 
pinyon-juniper and some ponderosa pine trees. It is not known how this 
stand of trees is located in relation to the proposed slurryline, so the 
extent of that conflict is unknown. However, a conflict with the corridor 
concept does exist. 

The corridor goes through an area identified for geologic and botanical 
sightseeing values which is a sand dune area south of Red Canyon. The 
URA indicated this area contains ". . . rare and/or endemic species . . 

II . . 
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The corridor also goes through an area identified in a 1965 recreation 
inventory as the Kanab Creek Recreation area in the vicinity of T.41S., 
R.6W. In this area, massive white sandstone cliffs dominate the scenery 
in the White Tower area of Upper Kanab Creek. While several four-wheel 
drive roads enter the area at the downstream end, it is generally undis- 
turbed and remains essentially untouched by modern man. The area offers 
good opportunity for solitude and a primitive, unconfined recreational 
activity. There are several archaeological sites in the area. 

R-3.3. Recreation recommendation to designate Ponderosa Sand Dunes as 
an outstanding natural area conflicts with a portion of the corridor 
recommended in L-3.2. 

Cultural Resources Interactions. An intensive survey combined with a 
series of test excavations were carried out along the proposed L-3.2 
right-of-way in 1975. Both limited activity and possible structural 
sites were recorded. The significance of these sites remains unknown. 

No intensive inventory has been carried out along the L-3.3 alternative 
route. However, a number of sites on both public and private lands have 
been recorded within the canyon. A few of these sites are probably 
eligible for nominations to the National Register of Historic places and 
therefore are subject to section 106 procedures of the NHPA. 

In general known archaeological sites are located on the edge of the 
canyons as elevated locations. 

Another cultural resource which may be affected by L-3.3 corridor is the 
historic townsite at Johnson and it's associated socio-cultural value. 
It is not known to what degree the townsite would be affected by a 
pipeline. 

Lands Interactions. L-3.2. While there may be no conflict with the 
location of the applied for slurrlyline itself, about half of the proposed 
corridor infringes on the edge of Coral Pink Sand Dunes State Park. It 
also infringes on the edge of an area identified in the Kane County 
Master Plan as a potential primitive recreation area. This plan was 
published in 1970, but the fact that it has never been formally adopted 
by the county commission severely limits its significance as a guide for 
BLM planning efforts. 

Ranqe Interactions 

Livestock Foraqe. L-3.2 There are many range management facilities 
within the proposed corridor. These consist of fences, wells, developed 

3% 



springs, and corrals. It is not expected that corridor establishment 
would interfere adversely with range management systems or practices 
except during construction activities. Special stipulations such as 
providing livestock crossing permits and water developments could be 
regional which would alleviate most problems in the longterm. 

Comparative Analysis of Impacts. The 30-acre conflict by watershed 
recommendation 1.1 (W-1.1) in the Red Canyon area is a small area exten- 
ding into the L-3.2 corridor less than 0.25 mile. The Allen-Warner 
Valley PDES indicates the construction right-of-way for the coal slurr- 
ylines would be 100 feet wide and this width would be reduced to 50 feet 
for the permanent right-of-way. There should be sufficient width in the 
corridor to eliminate any need for surface disturbance of highly erodi- 
ble, frail soils identified in W-1.1 in the vicinity of Red Canyon. 

In the John R. Flat allotment (L-3.2) there would be no way to avoid distur- 
bance of frail soils if the slurryline or any other facilities are to 
be constructed within the corridor. There also appears to be no way 
that a north-south corridor could avoid a similar conflict on the north 
side of the planning unit unless it is routed north to leave the unit in 
the immediate vicinity of U.S. Highway 89 near Mt. Carmel Junction. In 
this way, it would run west of the frail watersheds, but it would be in 
the relatively narrow canyon containing U.S. Highway 89. This could 
cause scenic problems, and it is not known if such a route is feasible 
from an engineering standpoint. 

The most serious watershed concerns, susceptibility to wind erosion and 
the low probability of success in reseeding disturbed right-of-way, are 
common to both corridors. Much of the private land in Johnson Canyon is 
irrigated pasture indicating the likely availability of water for sur- 
face rehabilitation work along the L-3.3 route. 

Watershed problems on L-3.3 are similar to those on the applied for line 
L-3.2. About half the width of the corridor infringes on areas of frail 
watersheds. The slurryline could probably be built within the corridor 
and avoid disturbance of the frail watersheds in the lower part of 
Johnson Canyon, but as discussed above, a north-south corridor could not 
avoid those frail watersheds on the north boundary of the unit. 

Watershed conditions pertaining to a loss of topsoil, blowing sand, 
and reseeding potential are common to both corridors. However, as 
indicated in the impact section, there are more loamy soils in Johnson 
Canyon, and there is more private land where soil information has not 
been gathered. 

Recreation recommendation 3.3 (R-3.3) for the Ponderosa Sand Dunes 
Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) extends into the L-3.2 corridor about .25 
mile and runs about .5 mile along the corridor in the Yellowjacket area. 

3 



As described for the Red Canyon area above, the slurrlyine could be 
constructed without infringing on the proposed ONA. On the other hand, 
the proposed ONA could probably be reduced to exclude any area within 
the corridor without losing significant ONA values. 

Approximately 8 miles of the L-3.2 corridor passes through an area 
recommended by visual resource management recommendation 1.1 (VRF-1.1) 
as a Class II visual area. Criteria for a Class II area limits changes 
in the basic elements of form,, line, and color. If a Class II desig- 
nation is to be maintained, this would preclude construction of the 
slurryline or other facilities in the corridor. It is doubtful that 
linear facilities such as a slurryline could be designed so their 
visual effect would not be evident on the landscape, especially considering 
the apparent poor reclamation potential following disturbance. VRM 
classes in the remaining portion of the corridor would not preclude 
corridor designation and construction of right-of-way facilities. 

Recreation values associated with the Yellowjacket Aspen Grove can be 
protected by routing corridor construction activities around the site. 

Recreation Values are associated with the area identified in the 1965 
inventory as the Kanab Creek Recreation Area. This area may contain 
values with the wilderness potential which require protection for those 
values until studies are completed and wilderness values are identified. 
Even if the area is not identified as a wilderness area, the pristine, 
untouched nature of the area deserve protection in the natural condition. 

Visual Resource Management Classifications involve fewer Class II areas 
in Johnson Canyon than on the applied for route and relatively more 
Class III and IV areas, considering the corridor as a whole. 

Therefore, there would be more chance for right-of-way design modifi- 
cation to meet VRF? standards in Johnson Canyon. 

There is not as much information on cultural resources on route L-3.3, 
although it seems to be common knowledge that the extent of cultural 
resources would be as great or greater in Johnson Canyon because of 
water availability and the probability that prehistoric settlements were 
more extensive along water courses. Another factor in Johnson Canyon is 
that much of the proposed corridor crosses private land, therefore, the 
cultural resources would not be under Federal control. 

Due to the lack of inventory in Johnson Canyon the relative impacts 
between the two alternatives cannot be determined. However, if the 
pipline route parallels the county road in Johnson Canyon and remains on 
the floor of the Canyon, it is expected that the effect on archaeo- 
logical sites would be minimal. 



The effect on the historic townsite of Johnson and the associated herit- 
age values has not been assessed. 

It would appear that the ability to avoid sites by altering the right- 
of-way alignment would be the most important consideration in protecting 
cultural resource values for both routes. 

:;;?1978 
Multiple Use Recommendation. Designate the corridor for the Allen- 
Warner Valley/Alton Coal slurryline and related facilities in the corri- 
dor identified by L-3.3. Reject the corridor recommended in L-3.2. 

Rationale. Assuming a corridor will have to be provided, the Johnson 
Canyon corridor appears to involve fewer conflicts of the two proposals, 
as they pertain to the Vermilion planning unit. Primary considerations 
are that L-3.2 contains more recreation concerns, i.e., Upper Kanab 
Creek pristine wilderness potential, the proximity to a highly used 
State park, other identified recreation sites, and VRM class considera- 
tions. 

The L-3.2 corridor also has conflicts with identified potential threa- 
tened and endangered plants. 

A final decision must depend on the analysis that will be developed in 
tne environmental impact statement. 

Jep- --rl Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. Accept the MFP Step 
J 81 1 L-3.2 recommendation for a corridor pursuant to the Secretary of the 

Interior's decision on the Allen-Warner Valley project in January 1981. 

Rationale. This was analyzed in an EIS and the Secretary's decision is 
controlling. 



UNITED STATES Name I II/‘/‘, 
DEPARTMENT OF TI1E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
I andc 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Step 1 L-3 4 step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-3.4. Establish Utility Corridor No. 4 (UC-4) along the 
J,,J~ 1978 existing Navajo-McCullough power transmission line. Any new electric 

transmission systems through the southeastern portion of the planning 
unit will be required to follow this route. This corridor will be 
approximately 25 miles long and will be 500 feet wide covering approxi- 
mately 2,000 acres of public lands (table L-3). 

Rationale. The existing Navajo-McCullough powerline has established a 
special transporation route through this corner of the planning unit. 
Environmental impacts from the location of the existing line have 
already been determined. Access along the entire length of the line has 
already been provided to the Nevada Power Company. Any future grants on 
this access system will he nonexclusive as is the existing powerline 
right-of-way. Subsequent use of the right-of-way or of parallel rights- 
of-way must not interfere with the existing use; however, this remains a 
suitable route for new facilities which are not dependent on specific 
topographic features. 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Watershed Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Geologist - Field Exam and Reports 
Engineer - Field Exam and Reports 

Team Impact Identification and Analysis. There is presently no authority for 
July I978 BLM to officially designate corridor routes. There is also no manage- 

ment basis to mitigate or eliminate conflicts at this time on the basis 
that someone, someday may make application to construct utilities in the 
vicinity of these corridor proposals. 

We also presently lack detailed engineering and design feasibility 
information, which without it, would be senseless to designate specific 
corridor routes with the intention of making future applicants stick 
within its bounds. 

In summary, it would, indeed, be premature at this stage to designate 
specific routes for utility corridors. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. A detailed environmental report or environ- 
Sept. 1978 mental statement will be prepared on each future application to construct 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. of needed -- 
‘ll/\!,J,f ,!il,,C VI, ,C’,‘<‘,T<‘, 
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utilities. This analysis, together with constraints imposed as a 
result of other resource decisions in this MFP will serve as the basis 
for utility right-of-way decisions as they arise. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
,' 1981 



Prioritv Number 

1 L-3.3 

2 L-3.2 

3 L-3.1 

Table L-3 
Transportation & Utilities Corridors 

Type Location Acres Allotment 

Corridor T. 41 S., R. 5 W., Sets. 13, Johnson Can! 
24, 25, 26 & 35. First Point 

T. 42 S., R. 5 W., Sets. 11, School Sectl 
14, 22 & 27. Granary Rant 

T. 43 S., R. 5 W., Sets. 12, Dry Lake 
13 & 24. 1,500 Johnson Rant 

Corridor T. 41 S., R. 6 W., Sets., 17, 
20,28,29,32 & 33. 

T. 42 S., R. 6 W., Sets., 4, 
5,7,8 & 18 

T. 42 S., R. 7 W., Sets., 13, 
14,15,21,22,23,24,27,28,29, 
31,32 & 33 

T. 42 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 6. 
T. 43 S., R. 8 W., Sets., 1, 

12,13,14,22,23,24,26,27,28 
29,30,31,33 & 34 

T. 43 S., R. 9 W., Sets., 34 & 35 
3,4,5,8,9 & 10 8,000 

John R. Flat 
Red Canyon 
Red Knoll 
Kinnikinnic 
Farm Canyon 
Yellowjacket 
Buck Pasture 
Art Canyon 
Chris Sprint 
Willow Sprir. 
Pine Spring 
Trail Well 

Corridor T. 42 S., R. 7 W., Sets. 30 & 
31. 

T. 41 W., R. 8 W., Sec. 25. 

T. 42 S., R. 7 W., Sets. 3,4, 
5,9,10,11,12,13 & 24. 

T. 42 S., R. 6 LJ., Sea. 18, 
19 & 20. 

T. 43 S., R. 6 W., Sets. 5,8, 
9,17,20 & 21. 11,000 

Lower Hog 
Trail Canyon 
Red Knoll 
Red Canyon 
Carmel Jet. 
Twin Hollow 
Virgin River 

T. 42 S., R. 2 W., Sets. I, 
3,8,9,10,11,12,17,18,24, & 25. 

T. 42 S., R. 3 W., Sets. 24. 
25,26,33,34, & 35. 

T. 43 S., R. 3 W., Sets. 3.4 
5,7,8,9,17 Fr 18. 

T. 43 S., R. 4 W., Sets. 13, 
14,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,31, 
32,33,34, & 35. 

T. 43 S., R. 4;s W., Sets. 27, 
29,30,31, & 34. 

T. 43 S., R. 5 W., Sets. 26, 
27,31,33 & 34. 

Dish Pan 
Five Hile Xt 
Mollies Nipp 
Vermilion 
Seaman 
White Sage 
Dish Pan 
Driveway 
Navajo Wells 
Sunnyside 
Thompson Poi 



Table L-3 continued 

Priority Number Type Location Acres Allotment 

4 L-3.4 Corridor T. 43 Sl, R. 2 W., Sets. 8,9 Five Hile ?Itn 
10,11,17,18 & 19. Mollies Nipple 

T. 43 S., R. 3 W., Sea. 24, Sink Hole 
25,26,27,33,34,35. Vermilion 

T. 44 S., R. 3 W., IjeCS. 5, Rock Reservoir 
6 & 7. 

T. 44 S., R. 4 W., Sets. 1 & 2,000 
12. 



UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Vermilion 
BUREAU. OF LAND MANAGEhlENT Activity 

Lands -- 
-.. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES L-4 Land Statu: 

Durkee Objective: Insure that the legal status of all public lands within the 
Swain planning unit conforms to appropriate statutes. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale: Section 204(l) if the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
July; 1978 of 1976 mandates the review of all withdrawals of the public lands which 

segregate against mineral location. In the absence of a congressional 
resolution indicating otherwise, the Secretary of Interior may act to 
terminate withdrawals other than those made by Act of Congress. 

Section 2Q2(d) of FLPMA states that "Any classification of public lands 
or any land use plan in effect on the date of enactment of this Act is 
subject to review in the land planning process conducted under this 
section and all public lands, regardless of classification, are subject 
to inclusion in any land use plan developed pursuant to this section. 
The Secretary may act to modify or terminate any such classification 
consistent with such land use plans." 

-~ _--- 
,,,s,r,,, trons or, rr~~cr.~~J 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TEiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Same ’ Ill/” 

Vermilion 
Actlvtty 

Lands 
Overlav Reference 

Step 1 L-4.1 Step 3 

Durkee 
July 1978 

Team 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation L-4.1. Priority in the review of withdrawals under 
Section 204(l) of FLPMA will be given to the 5,652.15 acres of land 
withdrawn by the Bureau of Reclamation in support of the Marble Canyon 
Project (U-024909, PLO-3469, PLO-4277). These lands will be reviewed 
and subsequent recommendations made to the Secretary of Interior prior 
to July 1, 1980 (table L-4). 

Rationale. These three withdrawals segregate against mineral location 
bringing them under the mandate in Section 204(l) of FLPMA. The Marble 
Canyon Project, for which they were originally withdrawn, is no longer 
in Bureau of Reclamation's construction schedule, indicating that they 
are no longer needed. 

The designation of the Paria Primitive Area overlaps large portions of 
this withdrawn area. Because of this Primitive Area designation, these 
lands are subject to the instant wilderness review process mandated by 
Section 603 of FLPMA. Under this mandate a recommendation on wilderness 
character must be made by July 1, 1980. 

The review of these overlapping withdrawals should be given priority in 
order to clear the confusion between the withdrawn status and the 
primitive designated status of the same lands. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Land Report 
tieologist - Field Exam and Mineral Report 

Impact Identification and Analysis. There are no recommendations that 
interact with this recommendation. The recomendation would have no 
effect on economic, social, or institutional values in the region. It 
would cause no irreversible or unavoidable impacts. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation except that this 
should not be a priority job. 

:1ore .lftzich additional sh(*t.ts. II neeciect --- 
,s ~ I ,, ‘,,,,‘I ,,,, ,(“1’,\,.! 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 

t3UREAU OF LAND hlANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 llf’i’i 

Vermilion 
Act1v1tv 

Lands 
Overlav Reference 

Step 1 L-4.2 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-4.2. Request that the State Director cancel the R&PP 
July 1978 classifications on 2,271.45 acres of public land in T42S, R6W, and T43S, 

R6W (table L-4). 

Rationale. Utah State Office Instruction Memo UT 77-390, based on 
Section 102(a)(3) of FLPMA, directs that all existing R&PP classifica- 
tions be reviewed through the MFP system for possible cancellation. The 
criteria for cancellation outlined in the memo are those contained in 43 
CFR 2232.1-4(b) and 2741.2(c) providing that classifications for which 
no applications are filed within 18 months of issuance will be vacated. 
No applications have ever been filed on either of the two classifica- 
tions involved in this recommendation. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and cover Memo. 
Recreation Specialist - Use potential analysis 

Team Impact Identification and Analysis. There are no recommendations that 
July 1978 interact negatively with this recommendation. The recommendation is 

indicated to have a positive effect on Wildlife recommendation 3.1 (WL- 
3.1) because it would remove the opportunity, without further classifica-, 
tion, for developments along Kanab Creek in an area that is recommended 
by WL-3.1 for improvement or maintenance of riparian habitat. The 
recommendation would have no effect on economic, social, or institu- 
tional values in the region. It would cause no irreversible or unavoid- 
able impacts. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Note- r\trach .xidltlonal -;l~<~ts. II’ needed ---- ~- __----- 
iI L’,‘,, ‘,I,,.\ r,,, ,<‘I ,.,c<,, 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I \I!‘/‘! 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

O v 1 

step 1 L-4.3 Step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-4.3. Request the cancellation of the C&MU classifica- 

July 1978 tions segregating the following lands from all forms of appropriation, 
including mineral location: 

it: 
T. 42 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 4, Lots 5,6,11&12. (140.05 acres) 
T. 43 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 7, NE%. (160 acres) 

dc: 
T43S, R7W, Sec. 14, SE%. (160 acres) 
T43S, R7W, Sec. 17, NW%,SE%SE%. (200.00 acres 

;: 
T. 43 S., R. 8 W., Sec. 13, NW+NW%. (40 acres 
T43S, R8W, Sec. 14, NE&NE%. (40 acres) 

The values for which these lands were classified will be reviewed and if 
they still warrant protection, specific protective withdrawals under 
Section 203 of FLPMA will be obtained prior to the cancellation of the 
existing classifications (table L-4) 

Rationale. Section 102(a)(3) of FLPMA calls for the review of all 
existing classifications of the public lands. No formal instructions 
have been issued, but the Washington Office has indicated that all C&MU 
classifications are to be cancelled. Protective Withdrawals under 
Section 230 of FLPMA will be required to segregate areas of special 
value from the nondiscretionary land laws (Ken Latimer, USO, 6/14/78). 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Recreation Specialist - Field Exam and Reports 
Archaeologist - Field Exam and Reports 

Team Impact Identification and Analysis 

July 1978 R 1 1 
Recreation recommendation provides justification for L-4.3 by 

*ding continuing values to be protected (Art Canyon, 160 acres). 

R-3.1. Recreation recommendation supports L-4.3 by providing continuing 
fis to be protected (Red Canyon, 160 acres). 

R-3.2. Recreation recommendation supports L-4.3 by providing continuing 
Gs to be protected (Art Canyon, 40 acres). 

Note: Attach addItIona shtaets. 11 needed 
- 
I?. ‘,?i/c-:l,i,is f,,, TP,‘CTC<‘, FCKX lblrJ-21 tApr11 lr)75’1 



R-3.3. Recreation recommendation supports L-4.3 by providing continuing 
values which need to be protected (Farm Canyon, 160 acres). 

v-1.1. Vegetation recommendation to protect rare and endangered plants 
supports L-4.3 recommendation to continue segregation by formal with- 
drawal (Art Canyon, 160 acres). 

Creation of a specific withdrawal as recommended in L-4.3 could have a 
negative impact of right-of-way application U-31542 as identified in URA 
Step 3 as it affects the NE%NE% Sec. 14 and NWkNWk Sec. 13 T43S, R8W. 
This application is for the coal slurryline from Alton to Warner Valley. 

All the interactions listed above are positive except the one with URA 
Step 3 pertaining to the right-of-way application U-31542 for a coal 
slurryline. 

The recommendation to cancel the CMU classifications and to consider 
protective withdrawals is not a conflict. The conflict is whether or 
not the application for the slurryline should be granted through an area 
considered to have unqiueness from a recreational point of view. 

This consideration is covered in the analysis for lands recommendation 
L-3.2. The analysis in L-3.2 will have no bearing on the recommendation 
to cancel the C&MU classification. 

Faoaq Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
S 378 
J\ 
Jan li81 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 

Cn 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TI1E INTERIOR 
13URE11U OF LAND irlANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ii/ /‘I 

Vermilion 
Actlvlt\ 

Lands 
Overlav Refercncc 

step 1 L-4.4 step 3 

Durkee Recommendation L-4.4. Revoke the Public Water Reserve withdrawal on 40 

July 1978 acres of public lands in T43W, R8W. Sec. 18, NEkSE% (table L-4). 

Rationale. Examination of planning and management documents has shown 
no justification for this withdrawal. Discussions with Area Office 
personnel have failed to disclose any personal knowledge of the exist- 
ence of significant water sources in the vicinity. This situation 
brings the withdrawal under the mandate of Section 204(l) of FLPMA 
calling for the review of all such withdrawals and the revocation of 
those found to be inappropriate. 

Team 
July 1978 

Impact Identification and Analysis. There are no recommendations that 
interact with this recommendation. The recommendation would have no 
effect on economic, social , or institutional values in the region. It 
would cause no irreversible or unavoidable impacts. 

Fa 
St ;78 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation only after there is 
absolute assurance that this water does not exist. 

Note :\I:ach addIt lonal \l~t~t.ts. II t>t.t.decl 
3’ 

~._____. ---. ---__ .- -- --- 
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Table L-4 

Priority ?:urnbcr Type Location Acres Allotment 

1 L-4.1 Withdrawal T. 43 S., K. 1 W., Sets. 31 & 32 
Revocation 

T. 43 S., R. 2 IJ., Sets. 8,9, 
10,11,14,15,22,23,27,33 & 34. 

T. 44 S., R. 1 W., Sets. 2, 
3 & 11. 

T. 44 S., R. 2 Id., Sets. 2,3, 
4,5,8,9,10 A 11. 

2 L-4.2 RdPP T. 42 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 31. 
Cancellation 

T. 43 S., R. 6 W., Sets. 5,6, 

3 L-4.3 C&Mu 
Cancel 

a. T. 42 S., R. 7 W., 
lation Sec. 4, Lots 5,6,11 & 12. 

b. T. 43 S., R. 7 W., 
SCC. 7, NE+. 

C. T. 43 S., R. 7 W., 
sec. 14, SC'i. 

d. T. 43 S., R. 7 W., 
Sec. 17, NWk,SE$SE!;. 

8,9 & 11. 2,271.45 

e. T. 43 S., R. 8 W., 
Sec. 13. 

f. T. 43 S., R. 8 W., 
Sec. 14. 

4 L-4.4 Public T. 43 S., R. 8 W., Sec. 18, 
Water NE+%+. 
Reserve 

5,652.15 

135.72 

lGO.00 

160.00 

200.00 

40.00 

40.00 

Wire Pass 
Five Nile EIt. 
Mollies Uipp 
Pine I~ollow 

Red Knoll 
Trail Canyon 
Lower Hay 
Kanab Creek 

Red Cxyon 

Farm Canyon 

Trail Canyon 

Farm Canyon 
Art Canyon 
Water Canyon 

Yellowjacket 

Buck Pasture 

40 .oo Harris Flat 



\I ” 
,‘/ 

Rec. 
SO. 

Conflicting 
Or Positive 

Rec. No. 

action 
Act Ivt ty 

mat is the Conflict or I‘osItive 
Interaction and How Much? Allotment & Acres 

i 

page 1 of 2 for I 

Possible Would Acceptin,? Cor;flicting 
to F-lsdify Recomwndatlon ELt~ln.~te 

Without All or Pai*t of lout 

Conprod se Rcconmondat ioii 

L-l.la w- 1.2 

WL- 1.1 

Rtl-1. 1 

RM-1.2 

RM-1.3 

RN-l.4 

RN-2.2 

RM-3.1 

VRN-1.1 

VRM-1.3 

t-1 

t-1 

i-1 

(-) 

t-1 

i-1 

I-) 

(+I 

t-1 

C-J 

Watershed recommendation for a specific management practice requires retention 
in public ownership. 

Gravel Pit - 160acres 

no yes 

Wildlife reconmendation for a specific management practice requires retention 
in public ownership. no yes 

Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

Range Managememt recommendation for a specific management practice requires 
retention in public ownership. no yes 

Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

As above 
Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

, 

As above 
Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

As above 
Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

As above 
Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

Range Management recognmendation to dispose of this parcel supports L-l.la recom- 
mendation for disposal. 

Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

Visual Resource Management reconanentiation would establish visual class which would 
place constraints on the physical development of this area associated with the 
proposed disposal. 

Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

Visual Resource Management recommendation calls for specific management practices 
which would require tietention in public ownership. Gravel Pit 160 acres 

no 

no 

yes 

,_ ,I - ,., . . 



I 

I 
MFI' Inr Oil 

page 2 of 7 '-1.1 a 

hctlvity Lands 

j Conflicting 
Pos:;lblc Would Accepting Cor,fiicti::g 
to Kodify Recomtndatlon Elizinace 

:c. I Or Posftlve What is the Conflict or Positive 
j. I’ Rec. No. 

Without All or Part of Ycur 
Interaction and Herr Muc’:? Allotment 6 Acres Conpronisc Recom-ndation 

.-l.la I WL-2.1 (-) Wildlife reconxnendation for a specific management practice requires retention in 

1' 
public ownership. 

:i 
:\ 

Gravel Pit - 160 acres 

!I 

/. 

t 

t. . . . , ..- ---._ 



HFP I rion 
Act lvlty Lark . 

zcc. 
::0 . 

Conflicting 
Or Positive 

Rec. No. 
What is the Conflict or Positive 

Interaction and How Much? Allotment & Acres 

Posslble Would Accepting Conflicting 
to Modify Recornendatlon Elinlnate 

Without All o: Part of Tour 
Compromise Recomrzondation 

L-l.lb w-1.1 (-) 

WL-1.1 (-) 

WL-2.1 (-) 

VRM-1.1 (-) 

WI-l.3 (-) 

Watershed Management recommendation calls for specific management practices which 
would require retention in public ownership. 

Carmel Jet. - 140 acres no yes 

Wildlife recommendation calls for specific management practices which would 
require retention in public ownership. 

Cannel Jet - 140 acres no yes 

As above 
Carmel Jet - 140 acres 

Visual Resource Management recommendation would establish a visual class for the 
area wh,ich would place constraints on the visual impact of any physical devel- 
opment associate with the proposed disposal. 

Cannel Jet - 140 acres 

Visual Resources Management recotnnendatlon for a specific management practice 
requires retention in public ownership. 

no 

fl0 

Carmel Jet - 140 acres no 

yes 

yes 

yes 

. 



Durkee HFP Inrcr.lcri '- 

\July, 1978 Acrlvlty Lands 

Rec. 
\:0. 

Confllcring 
Or Posltlve 

Rec. No. 
U?mt is the Conflict or Posltlve 

Interaction and How !:uch? Allotment 6 Acres 

Possible Yauld Acceprlng Ccnflicticg 
to kdify Recoxendatldn Elir.!-.ai* 

Uirhouf All or Part 0: scur 
Compronlse RecozP?a2at ion 

L-l.lc UL-2.1 (-) Uildlife recommendation for specific management practices would require retention 
in public cwnership. 

Fishtail - 40 acres 

VRM-1.1 (-) Visual Resource Hanagement recorrnendation establishes visual classes which place 
constrains on the physical developinents associated with this proposed disposal. 

Fishtail - 40 acres 

no 

II0 

yes 

9s 

___ _.._- . ..--..-.“.a 
.., ““-. ,- 1..11b. ..ll.Y. 



Durkee 
.July, 1978 KFI Inrcr;,cr 

Actlvlty LAnd 

CO~fllCtl~g 
POS<lblC Uould Accepting Con:llct~c~ 

Rec. Cr P.Jsitlv+ Uhar is the Conflict or Pasltive 
Co tbdlfy Aeco~~~ndarlon Eli:lr.a:2 

!CS. Rec. so. xntcraztion and How Yuch? Allotmer,t b Acres 
vi t!iou: All or Tart of lcur 

CO3rOTiiS~ Rt?CO~r?~?a:iO~ 

L-l.Za VRM-1.1 (-) Visual fesource Elanageinent recomnendation establishes visual classes which place 
constraints on the physical developments associated with ihis proposed disposal. 

Unalloted - 1.25 no yes 



HFP VLtion 
Actlvlty ,.ands 

Rec. 
SO. 

Conflicting 
Or Positive 

Rec. No. 
Uhat is the Conflict or Positive 

Interaction and How Huch? Allotment g Acres 

page 1 of 2 for L-1.2b 

Possible Would Accepting Conf~lctlng 

to Modify Reconnendatlon Elisinate 
without All or Part of Your 

Conpromise Reconcendatlnn 

L-1.2b w-1.2 

WL-2.1 

. 

l-1 

(-) 

WL-2.2 t-1 

RI+1.1 t-1 

R&l. 2 t-1 

m-1.3 i-1 

RN-2.3 t-1 

RM-2.4 t-1 

m-2.5 i-1 

N-2.8 i-1 

RM-2.9 t-1 

RM-3.3 t-1 

Watershed reconniendation calls for specific management practices which would 
require retention in public ownership. 

Dry Lake - 40 acres I-IO yes . 

Wildlife recommendation calls for specific management practices which would 
require retention in public ownership. 

Dry Lake - 40 acres 
Granary Ranch - 60 acres 

As Above 
Dry Lake - 40 acres 
Granary Ranch - 60 acres 

Range Management recommendation calls for specific management practices which 
would require retention in public ownership. 

Dry Lake - 40 acres 
Granary Ranch - 60 acres 

As above As above 

As above As above 

As above As above 

As Above As above 

As Above As above 

As above 

As above 

As above 

As above 

As above 

As above 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

( . . 



Act Iv1 ty 
MU’ 1, 

Lands 

L ton 

I page 2 of 2 for L-1.2b ~- 
Pass Lb le Would Acccptlng Cs::iicting 

\ ConElictlng to Nodify Rccoz:xnd3t ion Eli;: irir,te 
F.2c. 1 Or Positive What is the Conflict or Positive I~lthout All or Part of Jcuc 
.* ̂  .I” * + Rec. No. Interaction and How Much? Allotment & Acres Conpronisc Zccomen?atlon 

L-1.2b 1 VRM-1.1 (-) Visual Resource Management recommendation establishes visual resource classes which 
place constraints on the physical development of the area associated with this 

:, proposed disposal. 

i 

. 

Dry Lake - 40 acres 
Granary Ranch - 60 acres no 

i 

: VRH-1.3 (-) Visual Resource Management recommendation for a specific management practice requires 
retention in public ownership. 

Dry Lake - 40 acres 
Granary Ranch - 60 acres 

, 

. 

no 

9s 

yes 



Durkee 
July, 1978 

UIT Intcr.,i:i 
ACtlVl ty Lan !; -- 

L-2.1 VRM-1.1 (-) Visual Resource Management recocn.endaticn establishes v~scal ciasjcs whlcn place 
constraints on the physical develcpments associated with an)' right-of-way action. 

Flshtall - '. acre no Yes 

VW1.2 (+) Visual Resource Management recommendation to paint existing towners on this 
site supports L-2.1 recoxwndation to grant formal rights-of+ay to the existicg 
users. 

Fishtall - '. acres no 



HFP Interaction 
Activity Lands 

.cc. 
:o. 

Conflicting 
Or Positfve 

Rec. No. 

2:2 W-l.1 

What is the Conflict or Posltlve 
Interaction and HOW Much? Allotment e Acres 

Posslble Would Accepting Conflicting 
to Modify Reconmendatlon Elisir,ata 

without All or Part of Sour 
Compromise Reconmendation 

(-1 Watershed recommendation calls for the removal of influences which contribute to 
disturbance of the soil surface, supporting L-2.2 removal recommendation. 

WL-3.1 

R-3.2 

CR-2.1 

VRM-1.1 

VW-1.2 

Water Canyon - .9 miles no 

(-) Wildlife recommendation calls for improvement of riparian habitat on the same site 
where L-2.2 would remove facilities. 

Water Canyon - .9 miles no 

(-1 Recreation recommendation calls for the creation of an Cutstanding Natural Area 
which supports L-2.2 calling for the removal of facilities from the area. no 

Water Canyon - .9 miles 

f-1 Cultural Resources reconanendation to restrict development in this area supports 
L-2.2 recomendation to remove trespass facilities. 

\ Water Canyon - .9 miles no 

t-1 Visual Resource Management recommendation establishes a visual class which 
restricts the visual alteration of the area and supports L-2.2. n0 

Water Canyon - .9 miles 

t-1 
Visual Resource Management recommendation that this area be cleaned up'supports 
L-2.2 recommendation that the trespass portions of the system be removed. no 

Water Canyon - .9 miles 
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Durkee 
*July, 1978 NI‘:’ 1ntcr;c: 

Act lviry Latld, 

22;. 
t. _ . . . . 

Co~fllctIn~ 
Or ?;sIr?ve 

Pet. 53. 

L-3.1 w-1.1 i-1 

l-1 

t-1 

i-1 

i-1 

i-1 

k?1a: is rt.e Canflict or Pssiri.d.2 
I~t~rscrIon 2711 1!3v !:.lc!l? Cl lotr err: 6 Acres 

Possible I:oG:J :G-c;:l-.; C~~.:!l~:lr; 
. to bdi’y Rczor -;rd;:ioz El:-::i:d 

Ill;!:OUt All 0: Far: 3: i2-r 
COr,rCdSe accor-??.‘J:!~la 

R-7.2 

Watershed reconri,endation that surface disturbing activity be eli..linated iron1 
parts of the proposed corridor rodte conflicts with L-3.1. 

I:3llii's Nipple - 400 acres 
Vermilion - 730 acres 
Trail Canyon - 230 acres 
Carrel Jet. - 110 acres 

Recreation recomnendation to establish an interpretive turrout along U.S. 89 
conflicts with the proposed utility corridor rccoxendcd by L-3.1 in the 
follo,,ring area south of !lt. Carnel Jet. fro2 the aspect of visual impact. 

Clay Flat - 1000 

no yes 

yes no 

R-3.1 Recreation recorrz:endation to establish research natural areas r,ould cor,flict 
L-3.1 where they overlap on Diana's Throne, 

Camel Jet - 100 acres yes no 

CR-l.1 Culturil Resources recomendation to prohibit develcpment col;fli;ts with L-31 
where they overlap on Creserlt Butte. 

U,ldllsred yes no 

viw1.1 

v-1.1 

Visual Resource Manaocment ,.eccnmcn&tion establisr,es visdal classes whiLh 
would constrain Physical development within the corriazr recoxended by L-3.1 

L;lsk Pan, five !!ilc. Mtn. Mollies liipple, 
Ve~~lion, Seaman. White SaFe. Driveway. 
havajo k'clls, Sunny Sioe, Thompson Point, 
Lotier iiog, Trail Canyon, Red Knoll, 
Carzel Jet, Twin !i,?llow 6 Virgin River 

ll,bX acres no 9s 
Vegetation reconendaticn to to protect rare and er,dangered plants create; constraints 
on the placement of physical developments in portions of the corridor recorncnded in L-3.1 

!'ermilion. Seat:an, White Sage 6 
Huggins Flat (AZ) no yes 

-_ ~-----,-..-C *-.-*_1- “A YVLALYYY-II~~., x-111111.“” 111111III I I I 
, - 1-\I.. 



Durkee 
.July, 1978 

,\crlvlty 
VI‘P ‘“:fycics 

?.ec. 
. . ..3. 

Co?,fl:cticS 
Cr 5ss:tlve 

12:. SC!. 
h%at ir. the Cor.:lict or Positive 

Int~rxtion ar.d licv !:l:cl:? 4llotnent b Acres 

- 
POS>lblZ WJC!d .;ccc;:.n: Co~.i!l:tlr; 
t3 ::;:iiy Rcccz -c:,L!;: i-7 511..:-,-.:;. 
Uiri:oui ill i: ?;r-, 3: \;Lt 

Co~~ronisc Recc--?:.‘--’ 19 ..I..< .a 

L-3.2 U-A.1 t-1 

R-3.3 i-j 

VRH-1.1 (-) 

V-l.1 (-) 

Watershed recomnendation would elimirldte all surface disturbance irc,m parts of the 
corridor area rezoxended in L-3.2 

Red Canyon - 30 acres 
Jchr. R. Flat - 3:O ELCC~ 

_ 

no 

Recredtlon recc~enddtion to rlesignate Ponderosd Sand D*,nes as dn outstdnding natural 
area conflicts with a portion of the corridor recoxzndej in L-3.2 

Yc:iovrjac:et - 150 acres 

Visual Resource Management recomendatlon establishes visul classes which pldce 
coostraints cn the visual impacts of physical develop:xr-Nt: kitn ttP corridor 
recowerIded in L-3.2 

Jul:n R. Fiat. Re,: Canyon, Red knoll, ,. 
t.lnr,~k~nn~:, Farm Canyon, Yellowjacket, 

\ Buck Pasture, Art Canyon, Chris Spring, 
lJillow Spring, Pine Spring, Trail tlell. 

8.350 acres no 

Vegetation recom;iendation to protect rare and endangered plants places constraints on the 
placement of physical develop,aenrs within parts of the ccrridor recO~mh?n~ed in L-3.2 

Yellorjxkez no 

yes 

yes 

Yes 



Durkee 
.July, 1978 

Act lvlty Lards ------ 

?.CC. 
\. ..3. 

L-5.3 

Poshlble YOUlC 
Conflicring 

ACCciLir.:, Co;.tILcti::g 

Or issl:ivc 
to !:sJlfy Xecc::cni3:lc~n Llir:-.a:* 

hh: is :1ie con:11ct or TJSiClV,: IliLl;OU: 
Rec. so. 

All or 7;:: Jf iz,r 
In:~rc!cclon azd l!sw !:dcb.? filiOt,.-?t 6 Ailst,zi.nts CurYro^isa ?.cc;~-P~'~:i^~ 

w-1.1 (-) Watershed recorr;,endation would eliminate all surface dist,r-Lance fro,:: parts of 
the corridor area recos;;:ended in L-3.3 

Johnson Rancn - 170 acres 
Jolnicn Canyon - 35, acres no yes 

VRM-1.1 (-) Visual Resource Management recosxmendation establishes viscll classes which would 
put constrains on the visual impacts of physical develo;r,cnts within the 
corridor area recommended in L-3.3 

Johnson Canyon, First Point, 
School Section, Granary Ranch, 
Cry Lat.e S Jollnson Ranch. 

1500 acres no yes 



Durkee 
July, 1978 

.- 

:Il‘i‘ Intcrxt 
Actlvlty LdlldS 

POSSiClC You!C Aicc;:in:, Cor.Ti,;:::-; 
Co~fllctlng 

?a;. Or ?ssltive 

- 
\. .,a. ?.ec. ss. 

L-3.4 w- 1. 1 

. VFWA. 1 

i-1 

t-1 

to ::3dicy . xcco: -2?,c2:ion El;-.:-,;.:c 
What is the c;n:1tct or Pssitlv 

%llot;l,e~lts 6 Peres 
w:rl:oc: All c: Pi:: Jf ‘1:;: 

Interaction hr..! P.av !:Jch? Compromise 3?CC:-1~,?3tio‘ 

Watershed recommendation would eliminate all surface disturbance from portions fo 
the corridor area recsnxlended in L-3.4 

Sishhole - 170 acres 
Mollies tlipple - 110 acres no yes 

Visual Resource Management recomendation establishes visual classes which would 
place constraints on the visual impact of physical developments within portions of 
the corridor area recommended in L-3.4 

Fire Mile Mtn. Mollies Xipple, 
Sink Hole, Vemilion. Rock Reservoir. 

2,000 acres no yes 



Durkee 
*July, 1978 

IlYkJ :ntcr.icrir 
:.c:1v1ty I an-‘5 .- 

T..ec. 
I-- ..4. 

CorLlictlng 
or Pssl:lve 
REC. ::;. 

h>;;r is t!;c Conflict or Pssitive 
1z:eraction and Hsir %ch? Allotrents 8 Asrps 

Possible Yould Acccptin; Cocfilctla: 
to ::s?ify Reco.~,~zc’J::on El;-:::2 
Iiitl:tut ill or ?:r: 0: 12-r 

Co:3rmisc 3~cs7.-2-,:.3:!n~ 

L-4.3 R-l.1 (+) 

R-3.1 (+I 

R-3.2 (+) 

R-3.3 (+) 

V-1.1 (+) 

Recreation recokmndation provide; justification for L-4.3 by providir,g continuing 
values to be protected. 

Art Canyon - 160 acres 

Recreation recommendation supports L-4.3 by providing contiming values to be 
protected 

Red Canyon - 1~3 acres 

Recreation recormendatlon supports L-4.3 by providing ccntinuing values to 
be protected. 

Art Canyon - 40 acres 

Recreation reconasendation supports L-4.3 by providing continuing valdes which 
need to be protected. 

, Fan Canyon - 160 acres 

Vegetation recomendation to protect rare and endangered pianrs supports 
L-4.3 recomendation to continue segregation by formi.1 r:ithdrawl. 

Art Canyon - 160 acres 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 



Activity 
H. La~~:craction 

C.CC. 
\* ..o. 

Conflicting 
Or Pcsftlve 

Rec. so. 

What is the Conflict or Positive 
Xntcraction and How Much7 

Pos:;ihlc 
to Kodify 

Without 
Cocpror,ise 

--- 
Would AccePt!:l; CJ;.:iit:~. 

Recorzzndatinn :ii:ir.: 
All cr Part 3f ':cur 

xeccr.~.e~,3slir.n -- 

Existing 
Situation l-1.2b 

L-3.1 

. 

L-3.1 
3.2 

L-4.3 

M-l .1 

M-l.1 

H-1.1, 

WL-3.1 

W-l .1 

t-1 

l-1 

l-1 

i-1 

I-) 

i-1 

i-1 

t-1 

t-1 

Lands disposal conflicts in part with existing C&NJ. multiple use 
classification. . 

Utility corridor recornnendation conflicts with 3 existing state material 
site rights-of-way. 

These utility corridor recommendations conflict in part with the existing 
Kane County Master Plan (not really an effective element) 

Creation of a specific withdraw1 as recommended in L-4.3 could have a 
negitive impact of right-of-way application U-31542.. 

Gravel disposal could potential conflict with several existing rights- 
pf-way including material site R/W U-021511. * 

Gravel disposal could potentially conflict with existing RSPP and C&MU 
recreation classifications. 

Gravel removal would be alTowed only as's conditional use in several areas 
which are zoned residential and agricultural. 

Riparian habitat improvement could conflict with several existing rights- 
of-way. 

Watershed restrictions on surface disturbing activity could potentialjy 
conflict with several existing rights-of-way. 

yes 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 
. 

no 

no 

yes I 

/ 
no 

I’ 
no , 

no 

no 
i 

I 
no : 

I 



Reconciliation of 1JR.A Step 4 - Forestrv 

1. The URA indicates a lack of inventory data throughout the unit. 

An inventory of the unit should be made within 5 years. The inventory 

should be used to develop an activity plan for disposal and management 

of forest products. this would insure sustained yield management of 

forest resources, in coordination with other resource values. 

2. Christmas Trees. A recommendation was not made to designate 

Christmas tree cutting areas because of the lack of inventory data. 

Trees are scattered throughout the unit. The identification of specific 

cutting areas is not possible without first attempting to determine 

whether concentrations of good trees are available and, if so, where 

suitable stands are located. 

3. Pine Nuts. A recommendation was not made to delineate areas for 

pine nut harvest because of the difficulty in predicting where good nut 

crops will occur. Also, the quality of the nuts of Pinus edulis is 

inferior to Pinus monoplylla. Mnd most demand is associated with the 

latter species. 

4. Protection Opportunities. The opportunity for protection of pon- 

derosa pine, douglas-fir, and other less common species was not carried 

forward because protection of these species is a matter of adminis- 

trative policy, not requiring a land use decision. Policy should be 

established to prohibit cutting of these trees in Vermilion Planning 

Unit. 

5. Juniper Fence Posts. Inventory is not adequate to delineate 

specific areas. The demand for posts is scattered throughout the unit. 

Within 5 years, an inventory and activity plan should be completed which 

will prescribe management of post harvests. In the interim, post cut- 

ting can be allowed in the entire unit without serious damage to the 

resource. 

b 



6. Other Opportunities. Demand was not considered to be sufficient at 

the present time to warrant recommendations concerning production of 

mine timbers, charcoal, particle hoard, veneer, pulp, extractives, and 

trees for ornamental use. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREALJOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name I.\lFPI 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Forestrv 
Objective Number 

r-1 

Peterson Objective. Maintain a continuous supply of a variety of forest products 
Swain from public lands for both commercial and noncommercial uses. 
Fagan 
Jensen 
Julv * 

Rationale. Woodland resources in the Vermilion Unit provide a signifi- 
1978 cant supply of forest products. The resource has generally been lightly 

used in the past, while major efforts have been directed at removing 
woodlands for the benefit of range. According to the PAA, the use of 
woodland products has increased steadily in recent years. Recent 
requests for large quantities of fuel wood for commercial resale in- 
dicate that increased energy costs may generate a significant increase 
in demand for fuel wood. 

Bureau of Land Management Policy (1603.12F3) relates mostly to pro- 
duction of timber, however, it calls for a continued program of forest 
product disposal. Utah BLM policy (1603.26) is stated in greater detail: 

It is the policy of the BLM in Utah to meet the demands for vegetal 
products from pinyon-juniper stands on a regional basis and to 
utilize this resource to contribute to the economic and recrea- 
tional enhancement of Utah communities under multiple use and 
environmental concepts, 

The objective is consistent with policy and is intended to meet expected 
increases in demand. The objective can be accomplished on a sustained 
basis, while environmental quality is maintained. 

7 A--- 
i,,% ” ,, ,‘IOl,l I’,) I(., cr\-<,i Form 1600-20 (Apr11 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BURE/\!J OF LAND MANACEhlENT 

Name ’ \:I’/’ 1 

Vermilion 
Actlvlt?: 

Forest Products 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Peterson Recommendation. F 1.1 Establish two areas, totaling 26,126 acres, for 
July 1978 harvest of approximately 104,500 cords of fuel wood. Both sales and 

free use disposals of fuelwood can be conducted in these areas. Live 
oak, pinyon,. and juniper can be harvested in these areas. No other 
species can be harvested. 

TABLE 1 
/ 

Fuel Hood Areas 

Area Acres 

1. 10,496 

Priority Ranqe Allotment 

Buck Pasture 
Yellowjacket 
Sethy's Canyon 
Elephant Cove 

2. 15,630 2 Sink Hole 
Mollie's Nipple 
Pine Hollow 

oak for use as fuel wood . w Rationale. Demand for pinyon-juniper and 
is increasing, both for commercial and noncommercial purposes. Demand 
in Kane County is greatest in the Vermilion Planning Unit, according to 
the PAA. 

Establishment of areas where trees can be harvested will provide an 
adequate supply of wood to satisfy expected demand for a 5-year period, 
while inventory and planning for long-term management are completed. 

Removal of mature pinyon-juniper stands can produce substantial improve- 
ments in wildlife habitat, livestock forage, watershed condition, and 
can stimulate production of Christmas trees. If cutting areas are 
designed well, an opening of dense, mature stands, can add variety to 
the uniform patterns created by solid pinyon-juniper stands. Long term 
management should consider the effects on other resources, as well as 
the maintenance of a continuous supply of forest products. 

An inventory and activity plan is needed to determine potentials for 
sustained yield management, the quantities of products which can be 
removed without damaging the resource, acreage which should be main- 
tained in pinyon-juniper, and coordination needs to insure maximization 
of multiple resource potentials. 

Note Attach ddttlonal shcvts. II nec’dert _~2=.zL _____. ___- -- 

It \‘? ,, ‘,,,,,‘\ li,i ,,‘I I’l’S’i F9rm lf~Ot>-21 (April lQ7; 1 



TF Impact Identification. Wildlife Recommendation 2.1 (WL-2.1) recommends 
J, 978 an allocation of forage in all grazing allotments to meet needs of 

increased potential deer numbers as estimated by Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources. 

Wildlife Recommendation 2.3 (WL-2.3) recommends improvement of the 
quality and quantity of wildlife forage by chaining pinyon-juniper on 
2,310 acres of the Mollies Nipple Allotment, where woodcutting is recom- 
mended. 

Wildlife Recommendation 2.5 (WL-2.5) recommends allowing wildfire to 
burn on 250,000 acres of poor condition pinyon-juniper habitat to 
improve wildlife habitat. The "let burn" areas cover all public land 
recommended for fuel wood cutting areas. 

Recreation Recommendation 4.1 (R-4.1) recommends off-road vehicle (ORV) 
use over the entire planning unit. 

Visual Resources Recommendation 1.1 (VR-1.1) recommends the establishment 
of visual resource management (VRM) classes. A VRM Class II area is 
recommended on about 300 acres on the eastern edge of the Harris Mountain 
wood cutting area. Wood harvest may not be compatible with a Class II 
area. 

The other area recommended for wood harvest on Buckskin Mountain are in 
proposed VRM Class II and IV areas. 

Range Management Recommendation 2.6 (RM-2.6) recommends land treatments 
to provide additional livestock forage on several allotments. While 
none of the proposed treatment areas are within the proposed fuel wood 
cutting areas, harvest of fuel wood could have a beneficial impact on 
total production of forage by allowing a further increase in native 
vegetation in affected allotments over and above the proposed increase 
by treatment. 

Range Management Recommendation 4.1 (RM-4.1) recommends land treatments 
to increase livestock forage on the following allotments: 

Allotment Treatment Acres 

Buck Pasture 
Mollies Nipple 
Sink Hole 
Ye1 1 ow Jacket 

Chain and seed 270 
Chain and seed 3,320 
Chain and seed 2,040 
Chain and seed 240 

TOTAL 5,870 

Interaction of the recommendation with existing situations is identified 
where proposed fuel wood harvest areas overlap grazing allotments as 
indicated in the recommendation. The allotment boundaries are fenced 



within the proposed fuel wood areas. Some fencing also exists to 
separate pastures within some allotments of the fuel wood areas. This 
could be a problem in the fact that wood cutters could damage the 
fences. 

F Analysis of Impacts. Of the interactions described above, those having 
SL 1978 a possible negative interaction with wood harvest are WL-2.5, V-1.1, and 

existing fences in or on the boundaries of grazing allotments. 

If a let-burn policy concerning wildfire (recommended by WL-2.5) is 
adopted, fuel wood could be burned before the opportunity for harvest. 
However, on practically all areas identified for fuel wood cutting, the 
trees and other cover density is such that it is questionable that a 
wild fire could carry itself over more than a few acres for any one 
fire. It would probably be limited to only a few trees. An exception 
to this would be an area of slightly more than a section of land in the 
Harris Mountain area. Considering the relatively small area/s that 
could be burned by allowing wildfires to burn in the harvest areas, the 
conflict between the two recommendations is insignificant. There is no 
reason to modify the wood cutting areas because of a possible let-burn 
policy. 

The major conflict with VR-1.1 involves about 300 acres proposed to be 
designated as a VRM Class II area. This area is in sections 11 and 14 
T43S, R8W. The remainder of the cutting areas lie within either a 
proposed VRM Class III or IV area. Eliminating the proposed VRM Class 
II area would have the effect of reducing the priority one area from 
10,496 acres to about 10,196 acres. The change would be insignificant. 
Wood cutting in VRM Class III and IV areas could be controlled by stipu- 
lations in the permits to maintain the Class III and IV designations. 

While fuel wood harvest may have an adverse impact on existing fences, 
stipulations can be imposed on cutting permits requiring protection of 
fences and prescribing access routes so fences need not be damaged. 

While WL-2.1, WL-2.3, R-4.1, and RM-4.1 interact, they are not considered 
negative interactions. The harvesting of fuel wood could benefit WL-2.1 
by opening the tree canopy and allowing growth of additional vegetation 
for wildlife forage. 

WL-2.3, recommending improvement of quantity and quality of wildlife 
forage by chaining and reseeding pinyon-juniper in the Mollies Nipple 
Allotment, is not a negative impact since chained trees could also be 
harvested as fire wood. 

R-4.1, recommending ORV use in the wood cutting areas, could enhance 
harvest opportunity by permitting access to harvest areas. 

RM-4.1, recommending chaining and seeding on about 6,000 acres would 
have the same affect as WL-2.3. Chained trees could be harvested for 
firewood. 



Team 
Julv 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Alternatives. Reduce the Harris Mountain wood cutting area to eliminate 
the area recommended in VR-1.1 as a VRM Class II area. 

Impact Identification. All impacts would be the same as for the recom- 
mendation except there would be no conflict with the VRM Class II 
designation. 

Analysis of Impacts. Same as for recommendation except the elimination 
of a conflict with the proposed VRM Class II area. 

Extent fuel wood objective is met 

Extent conflicts with other resources 
are mitigated 

Economic impacts to county 

Irreversible impacts 

Unavoidable impacts 

Short-ten, long-term effects 

Social impacts 

Recommendation Alternative 

All All 

Part All 

Insignificant Insignificant 

None None 

None None 

Could have a None if stipu- 
short-term effect lations are 
on Class II scenery enforced to pro- 
which would be tect Class III 
mitigated as re- and IV VRM areas 
growth occurred. and existing 

fences. 

Lifestyle of local Same 
residents would be 
maintained by allow- 
ing harvest and use 
of fire wood. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the alternative. 

Rationale. The alternative will meet the objectives for wood harvest 
while mitigating all resource conflicts. 

Decision. Multiple use recommendation approved. The parts of the 
recommendation that are in proposed wilderness study areas (WSA) must be 
protected pursuant to interim protection policy until proposals on the 
WSA are completed. 



Peterson 
July, 1978 

HFP Interact Ion 
Activfty - Forestry 

Would Accepting 

Conflicting 
Cnnfltctlng 

Possible Recommendation 
or Posltlve Ellmtnate All 

Recommendation 
to Modify 

WLthout or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number Uhat is the Conflict or Positive Knteractlon and Hov Much? Compromise Recommendation 

F-l.1 UL-2.5- Fuelwood supply in cutting areas could be burned. 10,496 acres on Harris Mountain and Yes Part 
about 3,200 acres on Buckskin Mountain, Mollies Nipple, Sink Hole, Buck Pasture, Yellowjacket, 
Sethy’s Canyon, Elephant Cove allotments. 

R-4.1+ 

VR-1. l- 

P-M-4, l- 

ORV use would enhance fuelwood harvest. Sane allotments as above with addition of Pine Hollow. 

About 300 acres of the Harris Mountain cutting area is in a Class II area. Cutting may not Yes 
by possible. Design in Class 111 area on Buckskin Mountain must be carefully done in order 
to meet criteria. 

Part 

Chalnlng would conflict with wood cutting areas in Hollies Nipple allotment, 3,320 acres; NO 
Sink Hole allotment, 2,040 acres; Yellowjacket allotment, 240 acres; Buck Pasture allotment 
270 acres. 

Part 

.,I 
,,.,. “.I. 

._ I,, I”, I,,, 
,, .I 

,I ,,, 
I, 1,, 
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RANGE 

Reconciliation of URA Step 4 

1. Predator Control. Opportunities for predator control were not 
brought forward because predators do not present a serious problem at 
the present time. This opportunity could be reconsidered if predators 
become a major problem in the planning unit. 

2. Supervision. Opportunities for improved supervision of grazing use 
was not carried forward because supervision is considered a day to day 
responsibility. It is assumed that with implementation of intensive 
management manpower and funds will be available to do an adequate job of 
supervision. 

3. Poison Plants. Poison plant control opportunities were not carried 
forward because poison plants cause only minor problems in the unit. 
Allotments with oak are not grazed in the early spring, when oak causes 
problems. Milkweed is found on federal land in only one small patch and 
does not warrant special control measures. 

4. Livestock Driveways. The placing of signs along existing livestock 
trails is an administrative action. Therefore, it was not carried 
forward as a recommendation in Step 1 MFP. 

5. Land Disposal. Of the 7,848 total proposed custodial livestock 
management acres in the unit only 1,520 acres were brought forward in 
the RM-3.1 MFP disposal recommendation. This is because most of the 
other acres are comprised of steep rough areas that are undesirable and 
would not have sufficient value to lend themselves to exchange or sale. 
Some acres that were not proposed for sale were not isolated except by a 
fence. They were part of large tracts of BLM land that had been fenced 
in with private land. By changing the fence they would fit in with 
other BLM land. 

6. Post and Wood Cuttinq Areas. Out of 18,970 acres with post and 
wood cutting opportunities 14,780 were not carried forward into MFP-1 
because the practices will not be carried out on those acres within 
the next 20 years. Also the acres brought forward were on a trial basis 
to see if wood and post cutting activities can be used as a tool for 
improving range forage conditions by releasing the native vegetation or 
by clear cutting and reseeding to introduced species. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPART?,lEKT OF Tl1E INTERIOR 
t3UREAU OF I-AND XANACEhlENT 

.yame Y’!/‘/ 

Vermilion 
Actlvlr\ 

Range Management 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overi,rv Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Slep 3 

Ross, Objective RM-1. During the interim stop downward trend and maintain 

Swain, existing production of desirable livestock forage (9133 AUMs) consistent 
Fagan, with meeting plant and soil requirements. 
Jensen 
July 1978 

Rationale 

The interim period objective will be effective until intensive cattle 
grazing management is implemented. The objective will allow grazing on 
all suitable range (206,958 acres) at the present surveyed grazing 
capacity (9133 AUMs). Cattle AUMs will not be authorized on land desig- 
nated as unsuitable or potentially suitable due to lack of water. No 
range improvements have been planned during the interim, but if any 
developments are constucted they will be those improvements that are 
necessary to implement the proposed grazing systems. During the interim, 
only stocking rates and season of use will be administered. Cattle 
will be allowed to graze only during the winter months when plants are 
in the dormant stages. Present range management problems (URA step 3) 
such as continuous grazing during the growing season and over utili- 
zation of desirable forage plants will be corrected. This will be 
consistent with Grazing Regulations for the Public Lands, and also 
management responsibilities outlined in FLPMA (PL94-579). 

‘do,, Altai~il addIllonitl sht~cts. II ,lt’t’clc<l 
_____________._~__~__ -- ~. 

I Z,,‘,,,,., II,I.‘,~rC,.l 

w_--.----_ 
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UNITED STATES 1 Ssmc 1 llic/‘! 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :rlANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Vermilion 
Actlvltv 

Ranqe Manaqement 
Ovcrlav Reference 

Step 1 s1cp 3 

Ross Recommendation RM-1.1. Change the period of use to the dormant season 
July 1978 so all allotments are grazed within the period October 1 to March 31 

that are presently grazed during the growing season, except Mollies 
Nipple, Vermilion, and Yellow Jacket which will follow existing AMPS 
(table 1 & overlay 2). 

Support. D.M. Decision 

Rationale. Grazing during the dormant season has the least detrimental 
effect on the forage plants. The most damage occurs when plants are 
grazed during the growing season. This reduces the amount of food made 
and stored by the plant. As a result, the capacity of the plant to 
produce both shoot and root growth the next year is reduced. Continued 
grazing each year during the growing season can severly weaken or kill 
the plants. Presently, 59 of 74 allotments in the unit are licensed to 
be grazed each year during the growing season. Yearly season long 
grazing during the growing season has caused a dramatic decline in 
productivity. Adjustments in present season of use are needed to sus- 
tain desirable forage productivity and to correct ranges that are expe- 
riencing deteriorating conditions. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

W-l.2 (-) Mollies Nipple, Vermilion and Yellowjacket were not 
changed to winter use during the interim because of existing AMPS, 
therefore the watershed recommendation to rest two growing seasons will 
conflict as follows: 

Mollies Nipple 20,580 AC. 1,658 AUMs 
Vermilion 1,410 AC. 119 AUMs 
Yellowjacket 1,275 AC. 52 AUMs 

Total 23,265 AC. 1,830 AUMs 

WL-2.2 (-) Wildlife recommends a Z-year rest period for allotments 
with deer-livestock conflicts. This conflicts with allotments as per 
the attached table. 

Socioeconomic. The economic impact of this recommendation to the live- 
stock operators would vary considerably by individual operator. out of 
a total of 80 individual operators, 20 have winter grazing privileges in 
either the Arizona Strip, the Zion Planning Unit or both. the economic 
impact would come by forcing the livestock operators to find another 
source of forage for the spring-summer period. Out of a total of 80 
livestock operators in the planning unit 8 individuals presently have 

Note r\ttach ;I(iditlonal shc.ets. :I nee(lecl _--__ -___=rY--z---- 
/I \‘I,,, .‘,l,,,\ m,, ,,‘I ,,rc, ! 

-____ 
I;crn Ifr’m--_‘l :.L\pr:1 1’1;;) 
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less than 10 head of cattle depending on public lands, 18 have less than 
20 head of cattle while only 9 operators have more than 100 head of 
cattle. Out of the total personal income generated in Kane County only 
1.7 percent is directly attributed to the livestock industry. 

Alternative 1. Change the period of use so that all allotments in the 
planning unit are grazed after the seed ripe time for key species. All 
key grass and browse species in the planning unit have passed the seed 
ripe period by July 1 with the exception of three allotments where four 
wing saltbush is the key species and the seed ripe period is October 
1st. There are some allotments where the seed ripe period for the key 
species has past by June 16. This is true of Rock Springs and White 
Sage Allotments. 

Interviews with operators of the Chris Spring and Willow Spring Allot- 
ments have resulted in a request that the two allotments be combined ed 
and managed by a rotation grazing system. Fences and facilities exist 
which will allow this combination and management during the interim 
period while additional facilities for long term management can be 
constructed. This management during the interim will allow a season of 
use beginning June 1 each year even though this is prior to seed ripe of 
the key species. A rotation system will eliminate adverse effects of 
grazing during the growing season because pastures will receive rest 
every other year during the growing season. 

Custodial allotments will be licensed for use in connection with inter- 
mingled private land, so there will be no specific control of season of 
use on custodial allotments. Seasons for custodial allotments shown on 
MFP step 2 tables is the season specifically requested by by licenses. 

The Mollies Nipple, Vermilion and Yellowjacket allotments will continue 
to follow existinq AMPS. The allowable AUMs and percentaqe chanae in 
AUMs 
Table 
vidua 

The a 
River 

i- 
rom the present AUMs would remain exactly the same as shown in 
1. The number of cattle would be flexible depending on the ind 
operator's needs and situation. 

lotments where the seed ripe period is Oct. 1st are: Virgin 
Water Canyon and Willis Canyon. 

am Impact Identification. The resource impacts W-l.2 and WL-2.2 which were 
ly 1978 identified for the recommendation are the same for the Alternative. 

The economic impact on individual livestock operators will continue to 
vary greatly by individual operator. The overall impact to the live- 
stock operators will be greatly reduced because the use period begins 
earlier and they will have to depend on other sources of feed for a 
shorter period of time. The length of the use period can also be some- 
what tailored to each individual livestock operator's personal situa- 
tion. 



The economic impact to the local economy will continue to be negligible 
(see discussion under the recommendation). 

3an Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. The resource impacts (W-l.2 and 
It 1978 WL-2.2) would continue to exist under both the recommendation and the 

alternative. Reducing the livestock numbers to carrying capacity (RM 
1.2,) will in itself improve the watershed conditions on those allot- 
ments which have existing AMPS. 

Both the recommendation and the alternative would allow browse species 
to grow during the critical spring growing season. This will improve 
browse condition but not to the full extent of complete rest for two 
years as called for in WL-2.2. 

Comparative Analysis: 

Accomplish Resource 

Unavoidable Impacts 

Economic Impact to 
Stockmen 

Economic effect on 
Local Economy 

Short-term use 
Long-term effects 

Irreversible Impacts 

Recommendation 

Yes (fully) 

Economic loss to indi- 
vidual range users. 
Browse species would 
continue to be grazed 
each year. 

Severe 

Negligible 
(see impact analysis) 

Economic loss in the 
short-term increased 
forage productivity in 
the long-term. 

None 

Effect on institutional None 

an Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 
It 1978 

Alternative 1 

Partially Objective 

Economic loss to 
individual range 
users is less se- 
vere than the re- 
commendation. 
Browse species would 
continue to be graz- 
ed each year. 

Small compared to 
recommendation. 

Negligible 
(see impact analysis) 

Negligible (see 
impact analysis) 

None 

None values 

1. 

#sen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the following 
'981 modification: 

In situations where multipasture systems are to be implemented, whether 
by voluntary agreement or by decision, the current season of use will 
continue until the multipasture management system is implemented. 



Rationale. It is not reasonable to require a change in season of use on 
an allotment twice. This may result in an undue and unreasonable hard- 
ship on an operator. In consultation with individual operators on 
multipasture systems, season of use and physiological requirements of 
plants in the allotment will be a prime consideration. Season of use 
for individual allotments will be shown in the allotment and/or grazing 
file. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ’ \Z/‘i’f 

Vermilion 
Actlcltv 

Ranqe Manaament 
Ovcrlnv Reference 

Stcn 1 stco 3 

Ros&:.. ., Recommendation RM-1.2. Graze 1,536 cattle (9,133 AUMs) which is a 52 
July 1978 percent reduction in AUMs from the base property qualifications of 

18,985 AUMs (table 1). 

Rationale 

The livestock forage condition rating shows 76 percent of the allotments 
in poor condition and only 4 percent in good condition. Eighty-five 
percent of the allotments show either a downward or static trend. Of 
the total vegetation produced each year on the planning unit an average 
of only 11 percent of the current years growth is allocated to cattle. 
This is due to the high percent (50) of the planning unit that is unsuit- 
able and the majority of the vegetation is not desirable for cattle. 
Sixty percent of the seeded areas are being utilized heavy and severe, 
and 100 percent of the meadow areas receive heavy use. The other vege- 
tation types are used to lesser extent because the majority of the 
plants are not palatable. 

Tee Impact Identification 
July 1978 

L-l.la (-) Lands recommendation for a land fill and sewage treat- 
ment site would reduce AUMs in Gravel Pit allotment by 6 AUMs. 

L-1.2b (-) Lands recommendation to offer tracts for public sale 
reduces the Dry Lake Allotment by 1 AUM. 

L-3.1 (-) Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor 
along U.S. 89 could have a negetative impact on grazing from Kanab to 
east boundary of planning unit if completed during the interim. Allot- 
ments effected and maximum AUMs that would be lost if total corridor 
were used are as follows: 

Allotment Acres AUMs 

Driveway 
Vermilion 
Mollies Nipple 
Thompson Point 
Sunnyside 
White Sage 

40 
2,530 
3,920 

200 
80 

360 
7,130 

2 
130 
196 

10 
4 

18 
360 

L-3.2 (-) Lands recommendat ion to establish utility corr idor UC-2 
from Alton Coal Fields will have a negative impact on grazing if the 
total corridor were used and fenced during the interim the maximum 
impact would be as follows: 

Note :\ttach didltlonal -;tlc~e!s. Ii ncetlctl -- -~__ ~-. --- 8. /! \‘I I, ‘!,I,‘\ ,I,, ,(‘I l’,‘,” I;o:m lrI’-u-l-~l ,Apr,l I’>:;‘1 



Allotment Acres AUFls 

Trail Well 
Pine Spring 
Willow Spring 
Art Canyon 
Buck Pasture 
Ye1 low Jacket 
Kinnikinnic 
Red Knoll 
Red Canyon 
John R. Flat 

100 
1,680 
1,300 

10 
290 
610 
880 
260 

1,070 

5 
84 
70 

1 
15 
30 
44 
13 
54 - - 

710 34 
7,000 350 

N-l.1 (-) t?inerals recommendation for material sales will conflict with 
grazingthin his recommendation area if the sales are made during the 
interim period. 

WL-2.3 (+) Wildlifes recommendation to chain, spray, burn and seed 
would be a positive impact if the treatments are done during the interim 
they would increase AUFls as fol lows : 

Allotment Acres AUP;ls 

Poverty Flat 800 107 
Barracks Point 1,240 183 
Follies Nipple 2,310 385 
Harris Flat 510 69 
Kane Spring 1,510 213 
Elephant Cove 2,040 300 

8,410 1,350 
WL-3.1 (-) Wildlife's recommendation to protect riparian habitat 

from the effects of livestock grazing conflicts as follows: 

Allotment AUFis 

Virgin River 4 
Water Canyon 3 
John R. Flat 4 
Gravel Pit 1 
Lower Hog 5 
Upper Hog 5 
Hell's Bellows 8 
Mollies Nipple 2 

32 
R-l.1 (-) Recreation's recommendation to develop a campground at 

Sand Spring would conflict in the amount of 1 AUM in the Art Canyon 
allotment if completed during the interim period. 



R-3.2 (-) Recreation's recommendation to designate Water Canyon- 
South Fork Indian Canyon as an outstanding natural area and exclude 
livestock would reduce AUMs in Art Canyon allotment by 7 if completed 
during the interim. 

R-3.3 (-) Recreation's recommendation to designate 
Sand Dunes as a natural area and close to grazing would 
follows if completed during the interim period: 

the Ponderosa 
reduce AUMs as 

Allotment AUb?s 

Farm Canyon 20 
Yellow Jacket 4 
Art Canyon 

%i 
VR-1.3 (-) Visual Resource's recommendation to protect riparian 

habitat from the effects of livestock grazing conflicts as follows: 

Allotment AUMs 

Virgin River 4 
Water Canyon 3 
John R. Flat 4 
Gravel Pit 1 
Lower Hog 5 
Upper Hog 5 
Hell's Bellows 8 
Mollies Nipple 2 

32 
W-l.1 (-) AUMs authorized on frail watershed: Vermilion 31 AUMs; 

Mollies Nipple 16 AUMs; Trail Canyon 37 AUMs making a total of 84 AUMs. 

W-1.2 (-) Allotments with grazing systems that may use the grazed 
pasture more than moderate or 50 percent: 

Mollies Nipple 1,784 AUMs 
Vermilion 180 AUMs 
Yellow Jacket 64 AUMs 

2,028 AUMs 
W-2.1 (-) Eliminating livestock 

Water Canyon would reduce grazing by 
allotment. 

W-l.3 (+) Watershed's treatment 
impacttreatment gets done in the 
AUMs as follows: 

grazing in the upper portion of 
7 Federal AUMs in the Water Canyon 

recommendation has a positive 
interim period. Would increase 



Allotment 
Present Treatment Increased 

Acres AUMs AUMs AUMs 

Five Mile Mtn. 1,400 47 233 186 
John R. Flat 650 14 108 94 
Mollies Nipple 2,160 67 360 293 
Vermilion 1,640 40 273 233 
White Sage 0 

168 1,029” 
95 

901 

WL-2.1 (-) Wildlife recommendation to allocate forage for potential 
deer numbers conflicts on the following allotments due to lack of AUMs: 

Allotment 

Johnson Ranch 
Locke Ridge 
Lower Hog 
School Section 
Trail Well 
Willis Canyon 
Old Fort 

AUMs 

11 
26 
14 
12 

6 
11 

Social and Economic. There would be an adverse social and economic 
impact to the ranching industry and the county if the recommended reductions 
are imposed. 

Alternative 1. Allow 8,183 AUMs of forage to be grazed by livestock 
which is a 57 percent reduction in AUMs from the base property qualifi- 
cations of 18,985. The AUMs allowed would be reduced from the AUMs 
shown in Table 1 by the amounts listed under each impact associated with 
the recommendation. 

Impact Identification. Implementing this alternative would eliminate 
all of the resource impacts identified for the recommendation. 

Alternative 2. Allow 9,126 AUMs of forage to be grazed by livestock 
which is only a 7 AUM further reduction from the 56 percent reduction 
proposed in the recommendation. The Water Canyon allotment would be 
further reduced by seven AUMs from those shown in Table 1. 

Impact Identification. All resource impacts associated with the recom- 
mendation with the exception of W-2.1 and L-l-la, L-1.2b would continue 
to exist if Alternative 2 were implemented. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. If the sewage treatment plant and 

Sept 1978 
land fill (L-l.la) is built six out of a total of eight AUMs would be 
lost in the Gravel Pit allotment. Use of the land for this purpose is a 
higher and better use than grazing because it would be of a greater 
benefit to the public in general. 



If the public sale (L-1.2b) is implemented there would only be an esti- 
mated loss of 1 AUM in the Dry Lake allotment out of a total of 60 AUMs. 
This is insignificant loss as well as being within the reality of the 
possibility of error in estimating carrying capacity. From the stand- 
point of range the sale could be consummated. 

It is unreasonable to assume that the utility corridors recommended (L- 
3.1 and L-3.2) will be fenced on both sides. It is therefore premature 
to reduce AUMs along the proposed corridor until such time as the actual 
impact on AUMs can be determined. This determination cannot be made 
until such time as an environmental analysis report is made on a specific 
proposal to construct utilities. 

It is impossible to determine when material sales will occur if ever (V- 
1.1). When and if material sales occur in this area the AUMs can be 
adjusted accordingly. 

The AUMs in conflict on frail watershed (W-1.1) is not considered to be 
significant because adjusting these areas to grazing capacity will in 
itself relieve the grazing pressure in these areas substantially. The 
actual grazing pressure in these areas is also not well defined. 

Watershed conflict 1.2 fails to demonstrate that grazing pastures in a 
rotation system higher than the 50 percent level is necessairly harmful. 
Utilization levels in grazed pastures may exceed 50 percent if properly 
managed with no adverse effect on the range or watershed resource. 
(Cottonwood Management Area and Clark Bench Allotments). The allotments 
where wildlife AUMs conflict with livestock (WL-2.1) are not critical 
deer use areas and the AUMs involved are considered to be very minimal 
when compared to the range survey estimates for the entire allotment. 
On the planning unit basis the total potential AUMs available for deer 
is 2,600 AUMs greater than the potential AUMs needed to support potential 
deer numbers. 

If a campground were constructed at Sand Spring (R-1.1), the one AUM 
which would be lost is considered insignificant because it is still 
within the realm of our forage survey estimates. 

The detrimental effects of livestock grazing on natural values in the 
ponderosa sand dunes will be greatly minimized by adjusting livestock 
numbers to carrying capacity (R-3.3). If livestock grazing continues to 
adversely impact the natural values of the area, further adjustments in 
livestock numbers can be made once this determination is made. 

Adjusting the South Fork of Inian Canyon (R-3.2) to carrying capacity 
will greatly minimize any adverse impacts of livestock grazing on the 
natural values. Since the actual effects of continued livestock grazing 
in this area cannot be determined until the livestock numbers adjustment 
to carrying capacity is made, no further adjustment in AUMs in con- 
sidered necessary during the interim period. 



The upper portion of Water Canyon is considered a critical watershed 
because it serves as the source for the city of Fredonia's water system. 
Livestock grazing should be eliminated from this area (W-2.1). 

The economic impact of either fencing or livestock removal to protect 
all riparian vegetation (WL-3.1), (VR-1.3) cannot be justified during 
the interim in view of the small amount of riparian AUMs involved. 
Long-term protection of these areas should be considered along with the 
development of long-term intensive management plans which will include 
some fencing in the highest priority riparian areas. 

Economic Impact. The 52 percent reduction amounts to 9,852 AUMs. This 
would result in an annual direct income loss to the ranching industry of 
$1.68/AUM or a $16,550 total. Direct and indirect annual income loss to 
the county would amount to $4.66/AUM or a $45,910 total. 

This annual loss in relationship to the total county direct income is 
.18 percent of .50 percent of the direct and indirect county income. 

Social Impacts. While there will be social impacts by reduction of AUMs 
these impacts cannot be quantified. A review of the economic impact 
does not indicate a loss of employment which would lead to any dis- 
location or out migration of people because of the reduction in live- 
stock numbers. Changes caused by the reduction in livestock numbers 
would probably result in some change of life style for some individuals, 
particularly those who run very small numbers of cattle. However, BLM's 
charge and responsibility to protect the forage resource leaves no 
alternative to try to protect the life style of the few individuals that 
may be affected in this way. This impact would apply to the recom- 
mendation and the alternatives. 

Alternatives. Alternative one has the largest economic impact on the 
livestock operators. This alternative also gives the most consideration 
for the development of resources other than livestock forage. The 
short-term economic loss to livestock operators will be made up in the 
long-term by increased range forage productivity. This short-term 
economic impact to the livestock operators is considered unavoidable 
with this alternative. There are not irretrievable or irreversible 
committments of resources involved with this alternative. 

The actual difference between the recommendation and alternative 2 is 
very small. Alternative 2 would allocate seven fewer AUMs of forage. 
With either the recommendation or alternative 2 this would be a 56 
percent reduction in AUMs from what the livestock operators are pre- 
sently using. This economic impact to the livestock operators is con- 
sidered unavoidable. Development of resources other than livestock 
forage is given less consideration with the recommendation and alter- 
native 2 when compared to alternative 1. The short-term economic loss 
to the livestock operators will be made up in the long-term by in- 
creasing the range forage production. There are no irretrievable or 
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irreversible impacts involved with either the recommendation or alter- 
native 2. 

Alternative 1 would reduce the number of active AUMs by an additional 
1,011 leaving a total of 8,122. Annual direct loss to the ranching 
industry - $1.68/AUM x $8,122 = $13,645. 

Annual loss to the county in relationship to total direct income is .19 
percent. 

Annual loss to the county in relationship to total direct and indirect 
income is .54 percent. 

Alternative 2 would result in a loss of only 7 AUMs more than the recom- 
mendation and the economic impacts would be essentially the same as 
those described above. 

Neither the recommendation or the alternatives will have any impact on 
local institutional values. 

Jan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2 with the condition 
It 1978 that future reductions will be made when tracts identified for disposal 

in L-l.1 and @l-3.1 are disposed of. 

7sen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. The attached RMPD is 
'I '981 the decision document for allocation of livestock forage. As management 

is modified, the RMPD will be adjusted accordingly. These adjustments 
will come about through coordinated efforts with ranchers and other 
interested parties. (See table 2, Proposed Grazing Development and 
Use - RMPD - Vermilion Planning Unit.) 

Rationale. When the MFP Step 2 recommendation was proposed, the policy 
was to implement by full force and effect and adjustments would have 
been immediate. Due to change in BLM policy and regulations to allow 
adjustments to be spread over a 5-year period, the allocation is pro- 
posed in the RMPD. 
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Present Sttuatlon -- Proposed Situatfon Gtahle - 
mck nvertoct 
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Fercent Lack of Water 

NwSers Season Total Federal Numbers Season Suitable Fed& Change Federal 
Allotvnt and Class of Use AM _-____ Acres and Class of USC - ..---k!L- ALMS in ALMS ?%s Acres 

(W1.4) 

Airport 2X 7/16-B/15 

Art Canyon 7K 5/16-IO/15 

earricks Point 134C E/16-1@/15 

Boot 9c 6/l-10/31 

brown Canyon 1CU 5/l-10/31 

buck Pasture 2X. 6/l-9/31 

Euntihg Canyona CC 11/1-Z/28 

Camel J,Jnctlon 22C 6/l-10/31 

Cedar Ridge' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Chrl; Spring 5fL s/15-IO/31 

Clay flat 3K S/l-11131 

Cwl;nr Canyon 1 It 6/16-11/15 

Dishpan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Driveray . . . . . . . . . . , 

Dry Lakeb 1OlC 10/?6-11/25 

Eight-Eile Gapa 5C 12/l-4/30 

Elephant Cove 72c 5/l-10/31 

Fam Canyon bCC 6/l-10/15 

ftshtall 46C 7/l-11/30 

or 11/l-4/15 

'Allotnents totally custodial. 

bAllotrents parttally custodial. 

'Custodial acres. 

dCustodial AIMS. 

20 

350 

268 

45 

20 

100 

23 

112 

. . . . . . 

318 
210 

55 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

74 

25 

432 

243 

230 

460 

9,092 

1,915 

2.491 

1,730 

2.740 

333 

2.063 

07 

4,703 

5,420 

1.546 

210 

860 

1 ,83qc 

167 
449 

7,604 

3,363 

3,249 

pi-l-1.2) (RH-1.1) 

2C 

31c 

201: 

37c 

. . . . . . 

13c 

1C 

. . . . . . 

2C 

34c 

16C 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

62C 

5C 

2lC 

2M 

1x 

I l/1-2/28 

11/l-3/31 

10/l-II/30 

11/l-11/30 

. . . . . . . . . . 

10/l-12/10 

11/l-2/28 

. . . . . . . . . . 

12/l-2/28 

10/l-2/15 

10/l-2/28 

. , , . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

11/l-11/30 

12/l-2/28 

10/l-2/28 

11/l-3/31 

11/l-2/20 

W-1.2) (W-1.3) (RI-1.2) 

a 468 

155 5,120 

40 1.814 

31 741 

..*.. . . . . . . . 

39 970 

4 65 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

6 87 

153 3,940 

00 2,250 

. . . . . .,. . . . . 

. . . . . . , . . . . . 

. . . . . ..**... 

60 
zd 

I ,R39 
9tc 

15 449 -40 

105 5,250 -76 

100 2.850 -59 

52 1,640 -77 

-60 

-56 

-05 

-10 

-100 

-61 

-03 

-100 

+I00 

-52 

-62 

-100 

-100 

-100 

-16 

..... ...... 

..... ...... 
43 2,151 

9 140 

15 296 

..... ...... 

..... .* .I.. 

..... ...... 

........... 

..... ...... 

..... ...... 

13 530 

7 210 

19 560 

..... ..... 

..... ...... 

..... ...... 

..... ...... 

..... ...... 

(continued) 



TAelE 1 (continued) 

Ti;estoclr 
Pretent Sicuatfo" - -_ Proposed Situation 

nvezx----- 
Suitable - 

Ilur3e rs Season Total 
Percenl 

Federal 
Lack of Water 

Al lot-ent ar.d Class 
fiusbers Season Suitable Federal 

of Use AUEls AC res 
Change Federal 

--- and Class of Use AUMs ACT in AUHs AUtls Acres 

( n - 1 . 4 ) 

Five-F'ile 217c 1 l/l-4/30 

Yountain 

flag Point . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Flood Ca"yon 4c1: 6/l-10/31 

Flu-e Hollow 44c 5/l-11/30 

FAR 25C 6/l-9/30 

Glasseye . . . . . . . . . . .._._ 

Granary Ranch 14C 7/l-11/30 

Gravel Pit' 2c 3/l-2/20 

Harris Flat 63C 5/16-1'1;15 

Hells Eellois 22c 5/l-10/15 

Johnson Canyon 6ZC 6/26-11/15 

Johnson Lake 69C 6/l-10/31 

Johnson Point 27C 11/l-3/31 

Johnson Ranch 53C 6/l-10/15 

John R. Flat 4X 5/l-10/31 

Kanab Creekb 32C 11/1-l/31 

1.302 

. . . . . . 

200 

49 

101 

. . . . . . 

10 

24 

268 

121 

274 

345 

135 

265 

250 

100 

Kdne Spring 9Bc 6/l-10/31 

Kinnlkinnlcb 3oc 7/l-9/30 

491 

90 

Locke Aidqe 46C 12/l-4/30 242 

LOPE Fortya 3c 3/l-2/28 18 

lost Spri"gsd 17c . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

'Allot-ents totdlly custodial. 

bAllotwnts partially custoddral. 

'Custodial acres. 

dCustodlal ‘Wis. 

15.837 

360 

6.191 

220 

4,397 

?.42? 

1,809 

191 

4,350 

2.019 

8.139 

10,150 

2.271 

5,642 

10,007 

4,042 

56' 

10,944 

4,601 

363' 

4,232 

40 

601 

(W-1.2) (W-1.1) 

34C 

s..... 

ia 
se.... 

1 ?C 

,..... 

I..... 

2c 

2f?C 

15c 

2x 

89C 

BC 

1oC 

2% 
5c 

6oC 

32C 

19c 

..*... 

2c 

11/l-3/31 

. ..a...... 

7/l-10/31 

. . . . . . . . 

11/l-2/28 

e......... 

. . . . . . . . . . 

11/l-2/28 

10/l-2/28 

lC/l-12/31 

10/l-3/31 

10/l-12/31 

10/l-2/18 

11/l-2/28 

10/l-3/31 

10/l-3/31 

10/~2/28 

10/l-1/31 

10/l-3/31 

. . . . . . . . . . 

12/l-2/28 

(Wl.2) (RM-1.3) (RN-1.2) 

170 5.620 -07 

. . . . . . . . . *.. 

39 990 

. . . . . . ..**.. 

68 2,209 

91 2,380 

. . . . . . . . . *.. 

8 191 

140 3.410 

45 505 

132 4,310 

267 7,640 

40 930 

40 853 

150 5,668 

21 627 

gd 56' 

300 8.980 

105 3,450 

23d 343= 
.r.. 

114 2,057 

..*.. . . . . . . . 

6 295 

-100 

-80 

-100 

-33 

. . . . 

-100 

-67 

-61 

-63 

-52 

-23 

-70 

-85 

-42 

-70 

-39 

t42 

-53 

-100 

l 50 

216 7.442 

. . . . . 

. . ..a 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

11 

e.... 

,.... 

. . . . . 

2 

53 

. . . . . 

53 

12 

. . . . . 

.,... 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

1 

..I.. 

. . . . . . 

..*... 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

280 

. . . . . . 

. . . ..a 

. . . . . . 

60 

1,330 

.,.... 

1.367 

380 

. . . . . 

. . . . . . 

..*..* 

. ...*. 

40 

.,.,.. 

(continued) 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 
- - ---- 

Present Sftuation 
-------ToGlx~Tl~- 

moct- 
Proposed Situation Suitable 

nvestock 
---__ 

-lGiz Lack of Water 
Nunbers Season Total Federal hurbers Season Suitable Federal Federal 

Allotrent and Class of Use ALMS -- Acres and Class of Use AJElS Acres 
Change 
In ALMS AUns Acres 

(?tl-1.4) 

Lost Sprfng . . . . 

&Pa 

Lower hog 2oc 

Headow Canyon 96C 

tlollies Nipple 36K 

heard 3c 

Oak Springsb 29c 

Old Forta SC 

Pine Springs 11x 

Poverty Fla: 67C 

56C 

Red butte 26C 

32C 

Red Canyon ZK 

29ec 

Ped YnolIb 45c 

Rock Sprfngs IOIC 

School SectIona 2C 

Searan 21c 

SWPS 6C 

81C 

Sethy's Canyon 52C 

Sheep Springb 4K 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

R/l-10/31 

9/l-9/30 

10/16-l I/30 

3/L-2/20 

3/l-2/28 

4/l-8/31 

or C/I-10/31 

4/l-10/31 

11/16-3/15 

11/l-lZ/30 

11/l-3/30 

7/l-9/30 

7/l-11/30 

7/l-11/30 

l1/16-12/30 

6/l-10/31 

6/l-11/15 

l/l-10/31 

8/l-2/29 

3/l-2/28 

12/l-3/31 

6/l-10/31 

6/l-10/31 

'Allotrents totally custodial. 

bAllotvents partially custodtal. 
CCurtodial acres. 
dCustodfal Al&. 

. ..*. 60 

52 2,340 

240 4,715 

3,436 

34 

145 

34 

440 

416 

93,080 

1,215 

2,450 

405c 

2.151 

8,503 

9.651 

238 5.321 

510 11,831 

175 

504 

20 

125 

452 

4.935 

1,149C 

6,732 

430 

6,e49 

4;002- 
2,7oq 

262 

221 

7.630 

3,166 

145c 

(RN-1.2) (ml-1.1) 

. . . . . . 

7c 

. . . . . . 

22% 

..,... 

22c 

1c 

7lC 

14C 

49t 

2?C 

35c 

31c 

zc 

11C 

1OC 

16x 

23c 

e........, 

11/l-2/28 

. . . . ..a... 

3/l-2/20 

.,........ 

11/l-2/28 

(Wl.2) (M-1.3) 

* ..,. . . . . . . * 

28 710 

. . . . * .,.*..* 

2,700 49,205 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

(PJI-1.2) 

-100 ,a... 

-46 . . . . . . . . . . . 
-100 I66 4.715 

-21 

-100 

-39 

231 8,380 

9 623 

. . . . . 

10/l-2/28 

11/l-2/28 

11/l-2/28 

76 1.459 

lZd 255' 

5 165 

204 7,976 

56 2,048 

-a5 

-37 

-86 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

11/l-2/28 196 5,166 -18 . . . . . 

11/l-3/31 

10/l-2/28 

10/l-2/15 

10/l-10131 

10/l-12/31 

12/l-2/28 

10/l-2/28 

11/l-2/28 

135 

140 

3gd 

139 

2 

33' 

30 

80 

79 

13d 

4,159 

4,755 

905C 

4,292 

40 

970 

980 

2.290 

890 

Id 

-76 56 

0 

-72 

-90 

-74 

-93 

-69 

-58 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

..*.. 

28 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

(continued) 
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TARLE 1 (concluded) 

---. -- 
rotentfdr 

Present SitUdt!On Proposed Situation SultdhlC 

T3;zk- ---- - l3ve;Tock 
-- 

---rGTZ Lack of Hater 
Iiur hers Season Total federal Hunbers Season hitdble federal Chdnqe Federal 

Allotnent and class of Use AU% -_- Acrer and Class of Use m-F%- in AtJMs ALMS Acres. --- 

(F?4-1.4) 

Sink Hole 

Sunnyside 

ThW~son Point 

lrdil Canyon 

Trdil Mel1 

- Twin Hello, 

Upwr Hog 

Vermilion 

Vlqin River 46c 

Mater Canyon 67C 

Yhite Sage 83c 

UilljS CdnyOI, 26x 

Ylllou Spring 2oc 

Yellc* Jacket 5oc 

3% 

3K 

1C 

1 IX 

15c 

ll?C 

xc 

2u 

26CC 

11/15-4130 

11/1-o/30 

3/l-2/28 

7/l-10/31 

3/I-2/28 

11/l-3/31 

6/l-10/31 

6/l-10/31 

4/16-6/l 

6/15-10115 

10/16-4/15 

12/l-4/30 

6/l-10/31 

S/10-6/5 

6/l-6/30 

5/16-lo/31 

?/l-4/30 

459 

13 350 3c 

64 1,511 7C 

210 6,fM 1% 

08 1,300 SC 

100 1,210 . . . . . . 

100 4,343 7c 

2,431 31,906 175c 

230 3,799 27C 11/i-2/28 

335 3.170 ICC 10/l-12/31 

15 2,195 21c 10/l-10/31 

:6 1.166 4c 11/l-11/31 

110 2,700 15c 10/l-1131 

500 10,036 2 7/l-4/30 

6,667 

(R?i-1.2) (AH-1.1) 

2?C 10/l-l/31 

11/1-z/28 

llil-tpa 

10/l-3/?1 

11/l-2/78 

ii/l-2128 

11/l-2/28 

4/l-2128 

(IM-1.2) (RH-1.3) (W-1.2) 

108 4,161 -76 . . . . . 

12 290 -a 

28 736 -66 . . . . . 

138 2,505 -49 . . . . . 

20 420 -17 . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . -100 16 

28 603 -72 . . . . . 

Cl,750 22,937 -18 . . . . . 

loa 1,900 -53 . . . . . 

30 a80 -91 . . . . . 

21 1,025 -72 le. 

4 280 -?5 . . . . . 

60 2.130 -45 . . . . . 

280 -44 . . . . . *----- 6,967 -- , 

. . . . . . 

e..... 

. . . . . . 

710 

...... 

...... 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 
370 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

..*... 

lOTAL --__ la,sas 414,251 1.536c ‘9,133 ‘206,958 - -52 978 32,258 

d~llOL-e":S tOtdlly Custodial. 

bt\lht-?"tS Pdrtidlly Custodfd~. 

c 
Custodial d’T‘2S. 

d 
CuStOdidl AU%s. 

ekdSOn times number of cows does not equal the surveyed AUHs exactly because cattle numbers vary sl!ghtly within the season of use. 

‘~~~ and acredge totals do not include 91 ALlfIr and 2,380 acres listed for Classeye Allotment as suitable in the table because no allocation is anticipated 

until Implementation of a consolidation proposal for long term fntensive management (Table 2). 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMEK~ OF TLIE INTERIOR 
f3UREAU OF LAND :IAN/~GE?JENT 

1 Nar?.c ’ ‘$1 i- i’ 1 

Vermilion 
A<-tlvll!f 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECCIMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Range Manaqement 
Ovcrlav f?efc.rrnce 

SlqJ 1 St c:p 3 

Ross 
July 1978 

Recommendation RM-1.3. Allow cattle to graze on 206,758 acres of suit- 
able Federal range (Table 1). Do not authorize cattle AUMs on areas 
classified as unsuitable (175,087 acres) or potentially suitable (32,258 
acres) due to lack of water (Range Suitability Overlay 3 Step 3 URA). 

Rationale. It is Bureau policy that all rangeland be classified as to 
the suitability for livestock grazing. In the Vermilion Planning Unit 
42 percent of the unit is classified as unsuitable for cattle grazing 
and 8 percent is classified as potentially suitable because of lack of 
water. Steep and rough terrain is the reason 6 percent of the unit is 
unsuitable, low forage production accounts for 15 percent; a combination 
of these two factors result in an additional 20 percent unsuitable and 
frail watershed is the cause for 1 percent unsuitable. Eight percent of 
the unit is potentially suitable due to lack of water (Table 6 URA Step 
3). During the interim, grazing will not be allowed on potentially 
suitable range due to lack of water, unless water is hauled or developed 
on these areas. 

F, 
SepL 1978 

Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. Designation of suitable and 
unsuitable lands is basically an inventory function. Conflicts between 
livestock grazing and other resources are identified elsewhere (RM-1.1, 
RM-1.2). 

The livestock numbers adjustment called for in RM-1.2 included only 
suitable acres. Since the analysis of conflicts has been made pre- 
viously it will not be repeated here. 

ragan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation as modified in 

Sept 1978 RN-1.2. 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation as modified by the 
attached RwPD which allows the objective to be reached in a 5-year 
period rather than by full force and effect. 

Rationale. See rationale RM-1.2. 

Note :\ttach .iddlt~onal ‘h<~ets. L: :~tlt~~lc~cl ---- 
,!\‘I/ ,I’\ Cl,! I,” i’,\“I 

9. 
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IlEP/lRTXIENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
I3UREAU OF I,AND ?YIANACEMENT 

sane r:/ /‘I 

Vermilion 
Act:vltv 

Ranae flanacrement 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN O\~crlav Rcfcrencc 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 Step 3 

Ross 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation RM-1.4. Establish 10 custodial allotments and 6 partial 
custodial allotments to be managed administratively by regulating class 
of livestock, AUMs and season of use (table 1 & Overlay 2). 

Rationale 

Custodial allotments are allotments that are difficult or impossible for 
BLM to manage. The difficulty arises from those situations where public 
land is a small part of the total grazing area. Often these public 
lands have such a fragmented or isolated land pattern that it is not 
practical or possible for BLM to gain control for intensive range manage- 
ment practices. 

The 10 custodial allotments would comprise 1,635 suitable Federal acres 
and the six partial custodial allotments would comprise 1,453 acres for 
a total of 3,088 suitable Federal acres in 16 custodial allotments. 
Because of the reasons stated above only class of livestock, AUMs and 
season of use will be regulated by BLM and intensive grazing systems 
will not be attempted. 

Impact Identification and Analysis. There were no conflicts identified 
for this recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Manage these areas as custodial allotments 
as described in the multiple use recommendation of RM-1.1. The Hells 
Bellows Allotment will also be managed as a custodial allotment for a 
total of 11 custodial allotments. (See rationale and documentation in 
Hells Bellows grazing system files.) 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 

Vote :\,tach .ddltlonill sl,~~.ti. it nc’rdc’~I _z_=-e ~_ 
; -.r (, ‘: ,,‘\ ,I! ,,” (.r\,‘t 

9 
Form IlflO-21 (>\prl! I”-=> 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF Tl11: INTERIOR 
I3URE:\U OF LANI) :JANAGEhlENT 

s;1r?,. ::I !‘J 

Vermilion 
Acrlvltr 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Strp 1 step 3 

Ross, Objective RM-2. Improve the condition and trend of desirable livestock 
Swain, forage on 238,856 acres of suitable and potentially suitable Federal 

Fagan, range in the Vermilion Planning Unit to increase production by 7,025 

Jensen AUMs through intensive grazing management and 618 AUMs through land 
July 1978 treatment projects. 

Rationale 

Grazing on public land comprises a major portion of the total livestock 
industry in Kane County. Livestock and livestock products amount to 98 
percent of the total agriculture products sold. Eighty-two percent of 
the personal income from ranching is derived from production on BLM 
lands however ranching only contributes 4.27 percent of the total per- 
sonal income with BLM forage contributing 3.5 percent of total personal 
income (Information from PAA). It is Bureau policy to provide forage to 
help meet the needs of individual users, and dependent communities 
(1603.12G38). Benchmark projections in the PAA predict the demand for 
cattle AUMs to increase 22 percent to 25,450 AUMs by the year 2000. 

Data from step 3 URA on apparent trend shows 26 percent of the suitable 
areas of the unit in a downward trend, and 64 percent in a static trend. 
Seventy-six percent of the suitable areas are in poor condition, with 20 
percent fair and 4 percent good condition. All suitable areas on 32 
allotments are in poor condition. The major vegetative types, except 
for pinyon-juniper areas can be improved to at least fair condition 
through management. The natural land treatment potential AUMs can be 
achieved through intensive livestock management which includes allotment 
consolidations, implementing grazing systems, controlling season of use, 
managing for key species, adjusting livestock numbers to carrying capa- 
city, and constructing needed livestock management facilities. 

Note :\ttac-h ‘lddltLo”ciI 5llt.1’15. !f !ltY-dl~ll / 
__~----_-- ______-~ 

!,. \.I ,, “,,,.\ .,,, ,* : ,,r ..,., f-9rzl l~1~-Iil-~l April 1’j-z’ 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TlIE INTERIOR 
BURE.AU OF LAND !vlANACERlENT 

Name j ‘iI/-I’) 

Vermilion 
ActlYlti~ 

Ranqe Manaqement 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Ovcrlav Refcrrnce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

, - _ _ 
Ross 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation RM-2.1. Consolidate 18 allotments out of 59 to help 
design and implement grazing systems (table 2 & overlay 2). 

Rationale 

By consolidating allotments a grazing system can be implemented using 
each allotment as a pasture. This is less expensive because less cross 
fencing will be needed and often fewer water developments will be neces- 
sary. Consolidation creates allotments large enough to make improve- 
ments economically feasible. Consolidation of allotments helps achieve 
better livestock management at the lowest cost. Better livestock manage- 
ment results in improvement in the condition and trend of desirable 
livestock forage and increased production. This helps meet the stated 
objective and long-term Bureau objectives (1603.1263B). 

Analysis of Impacts. The impacts and necessary analysis for recommen- 
dations RM-2.1, RM-2.4 and RM-2.7 have been discussed and analyzed in 
detail in conjunction with RM-2.2. 

Since all three of these recommendations are an intergral part of and 
cannot be seperated from RM-2.2 no further analysis is considered ne- 
cessary on an individual basis. As a result of the analysis and deci- 
sion in RM-2.2, there will only be 13 allotments consolidated instead of 
18. 

Multiple Use Recorrunendation. Consolidate allotments as shown on table 2 
except Sethy's Canyon, Red Knoll, Clay Flat, Farm Canyon, and Art 
Canyon. These five allotments will continue to be administered as 
separate allotments. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the following 
modification. Any operator who does not wish to be consolidated for 
management purposes may be allowed to remain in an individual allotment, 
but use will be allowed only after seed ripe of key species and no later 
than March 1 in the spring. 

Rationale. Consolidation of allotments is considered necessary to allow 
grazing during the plant growing season where rest would be provided to 
protect the physiological requirements of the plants. If it is more 
convenient for an operator to manage his operation on an individual 
allotment, the physiological requirements of the plants will be met by 
the decision. 

,‘i’ore .\lr<i<,h .dd~tional ,!l,~t.!s. 11 nw~lctl 
---- ----:n-__- ~~~~___~_~_. ~~~-- 
i, _ ‘, ., ,I \ ,,,I I, I,,,‘,” 
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Long Term Vanagemcnt 
f-a\'\' 1 

----- 

sui tablea 
Nwber 

of Livestock 
hl lotrent Fedcrdl Years Grazing Pas- Key Facilfties 

:r! ?V 
- -_-- 

'Ili;i%T-c3r~oIllated 1 ~~-f Acres Rest 
,. ~c'calroony-- 

Syrtrm Tures Species and Units 
-(~~~~11~(R~~1~~~(RH-Z.ZJ (RY-2.2T7W2.41 pll5J 

--- --- 
b 

Fotent la1 Al% ___- 
-iiith Livestock Land tltth 

Treatment Manage- Treat- Numbers 
and Acres ment ment and C?dSS 

- . (RtLI~6)-(Rf1;2.8) 

sur;)ed------- __- 
an&J/Or 

lreat- rcrcent 

( R!- 2 6 ' 

1 AIrport 468 14 Uinter 1 Hija 
Atca 

I Art Canyon 5,120 : Acst 3 
I Farm Canyon 2,850 Rotation 

15 Barracks Point 3,965 1% Winter 1 Orhy 
Putr 

ia Eo3t 887 14 IdInter 1 Di+y 
Putr 

ia FlJck Pasture 970 15 Winter 1 Spcr Spring Development 
Putr 1 each 

5 Chris Spring 3.s40 
5 Gillo* Spring 2,130 : 

referred 2 Spcr 
Rotation Putr 

20 COUSd r Canyon 530 0 Rest 1 Drhy 
Rotation HiJa 

ZG Oi:s;an 210 0 k'inter 1 Orhy 
UnI tc‘?n:cd Use Hiha 

ccctd:nj *Cr.,; t'st dre ~~J?enttdlly Suttdb\e for lack Of Water. 

: _' : rL'er :7 Ft::-~l prlvileyes. 

; r~,;::i-j Lar.2 Tr,.At-ect FLf'S. 

:c:c; LwL!; dvdlldble when na:urdl pztentlal achieved. 

Plprline - .5 mile 
Trough - 1 each 

Haul Hater 
1 each 

t'oflrlith DIvi<lon 

Fence 

1.b fliles 
Klnniklnnic Pipellnes 

0.1 'tile 
Klnnikinnic Trough 

1 rJch 
Sand Spring Repair 

1 each 
Hoquith Spring 

Rcpdir 

1 each 
Nell Dive Spring 

Rrxnjlr 
1 each 

Sand Dune Cattleguard 
1 each 

Conwent Hash 
seep 
1 each 

Uest Reservoir 
1 each 

36 

186 

2t 

52c 

)1/)-2/2a 

S/16-10/15 

125 

20 46C 11/l-11/30 0 66 

18 13c 9/l-11/30 39 -62 51 

124 40 6/16-10/31 216 -33 3:o 

14 6C 6/15-6/30 15 -42 29 
or g/1-11/15 

6 3c 11/l-12/31 6 12 

4x 9/i-10/31 04 -69 709 

(Cant InueC 1 



ie 2 ccnt;nucj 

- 
h - -. 

Nus-her Potential AWl5 
St;t-v?ycd 

Suitable' 
and/Or 

of Livestock Land -iiith ui th Livestock Trea c- Percent 
Pllo'r?n: Federal Years h’dZ(ng PdS- Key Facilities Treatment rdndge- Tredt- Numbers Season rent 

1 T77zzl-- lx; <Grn and Units and Acres 
Change 

mcnt ment and class of Use 
Tz:eI, 

- . (W-2.6) ~-2.6) (W-2.6) (i'.N-2.8T-~1:r;77 
AU:!sC PC% 

1 

F,'"“ jy 
iiiir2.6 
RI-Z.8 

20 Crireway 560 14 Ylnter 
Use 

7 Dry lake 1.839 lr, Winter 
Use 

3 
3 
3 

Kane Sprtrrgs 8,980 2 Deferred 
Elephdnt Cove 5,250 Rotation 
HdTr\S Flat 3.410 

rutr 
Orhy 

16 

Spcr 
Putr 

63 

Spcr 
Putr 

Elephant Cove Uell Harris Flat 451 
I each Spray 1 Seed 

Cove Pipeline 1.050 Acres 
4 miles 

Kdfl? Sprirt$ls 
Fence Ihint. 

2 miles 
Elephant Cap 
Wdtt’r Catrhwnt 

1 each 
Pipeline - 0.5 
Ullllw Reservoir 

1 edCh 
Kane Spring fence Ext 

1 mile 
Cove Ydter Catchment 

1 each 
Pipeline - 0.5 mile 

17 

8 

Fish Tdil 1.640 0 Winter 1 Bog r 
Use Putr 

Ffve Mile Mtn. 13.062 14 Rest 3 Agcr 
Rotation Orhy 

putr 

34 

rrotectlOn Burn ?I 
Fcncc 5.5 mllps Seed 
h’d tCr IldUl 2,900 acres 
Trough 

: each 

429 

7 F.A.R. 2.209 14 Winter 1 Orhy 
Use 

PIFeline 
0.125 mile 

Trough 
1,000 gallons 

99 

17 VP1 1s eello* 505 14 Winter 1 Orhy Seeding Protection 
Use Atcd Fence 0.6 mfler 

0 

'-:~IFs d:r?s thdt dye rotentidlly suitable for lack of Water. 
-5 rt’er tJ fe:?rdl JriVileqes. 

rL,,:,j idnd ireAl-ent A'?s. 
C:O: :Yl dvaildbie when ndtural potential achieved. 

80 

5c 11/l-2/22 19 35 

6a 11/l-11/30 60 -16 123 

124c 6/l-10/31 620 -60 1071 

13c 11/l-2/28 

329 11% 11/l-4/30 

17C 11/l-2/28 68 -32 167 

15c 9/l-11/30 

52 

114 

45 -63 45 

-77 86 

-41 1143 

(Continued) 
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able 2 COr.tlnbcd 

"$ 
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Sul tablea 
Kumber Pntential AU!'5 

--iilih 

a n ! I 2 r 
of Livcrteck Land Nlth Livestock Treat- Pcrcert 

Allct-ent Federd 1 Years Grazing Pas- Key Facilities Treatment ---- - - .~ .-.T- - Hanaqe- Treat- Numhers Season rent 
*iori'y I~:l,ld,dl Cc,r-,7llldted dnd Units and Acres 

Ck2flge 
mr1t ment and class 

kec:xrzP?3tlun) 
of Use A2'!gC ZL"!S 

TO!?ld 
t Ii 

Rif~Sj-(kri~.-6)~~~1-2.6 ImnrriT Ilw2.7~ f RI-T ST - -------(>-t 1) 

10 

; 
9 

18 

16 

:: 
13 

12 

10 
10 

7 

i 
4 

1 

19 

Johnson Canyon 5,380 

Johnson Lake e,970 
tlarseye 6 2,380 
flood Canyon 990 

Johnscn Point 930 

Johnson Ranch 2,220 

Ya-a:, Creek 

Jchn P.. Fla: 
6 Brodn Canyon 

Klnniktnnlc 

Pedt3d Canyon 
6 Locke Ridge 

Lowr Hog 

kc: i:ra11 
Sethj's Canyon 
I Clay Flat 

t!,Jl I les 

Ilip2le 

Se‘?pS 

621 
6,048 

256 

3.450 

4,715 
2.057 

710 

4,755 
2,290 
2.250 

57,505 

980 

2 

tt 
2 

1% 

14 

0 
14 
0 

2 

2 
0 

15 

: 
2 

2 

1 'i 

Rest 
Rotation 

Rest 
Rotation 

Uinter 
Use 

Winter 
Use 

Winter 
Use 

Rest 
Rotation 

Deferred 
Rotation 

Winter 
use 

Rest 
Rotation 

Rest 
Rotation 
L Yinter 

Ulnter 
use 

:?tentiaIly suitable for lack of water. 

c- 
a,r,labl.? wrlen natural potential achiedrd. 

rar: 31 the acres C GL'!s are In Zion Planning Unit as follows: 
Fe'e-al suitable acres - 1010 Potential A0ls with treatment 
To'al A"!'s - 142 . ~ 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3 

6 

1 

58 

Spcr PiPeline Extension Spray, Chain 225' 
Putr 3.7n0 feet b Srcd 

Orhy 
Putt- 

450 Acres 

Pipeline Chain L Seed 264 
2.0 miles 350 acres 

Fence 
3.25 miles 

Orhy 
B0r;r 

Orhy 
Putr 

Orhy 
Putr 

8 

32 

201 32C g/16-3/15 192 -49 !43 

Orhy 
FUtr 

Well 6 Wlndnlll 
Storage - 1 each 
Trough - 3 each 
Pfpelfne - 0.5 mlle 

85 

Orhy 
Putr 

Orhy 
Atca 

Spcr 
Putr 

Slickrode Reservo(r 
1 each 

116 4K a/10-3115 

9 

Agcr 
Putr 

Orhy 

Sethy's canyon Clay Flat 240 
Reservcir Plow 6 Seed 

1 each 1.500 Acres 

Reservoir - I each Rum 2.431 
Little Spring Dev. 1.050 

1 each Seeded 
Pipelfne-4.5 miles Acres 
Wet Seed Dev - 1 each 

Reopen Uell 50 
1 each 

Pipeline 
6 Trough 

1 mile 

Potential AUMs with mgmt. - 50 Surveyed ALMS 34 

5fJe 3oC 

45 9PC 

Bc 

2x 

42C 

7C 11/l-2/28 

130 86C 6/l-10/31 

244c 3/l-2/20 

~PJ~-z.B~ 

?/l-11/15 134e -16 3Z3? 

6/l-10/31 495 -46 753 

10/l-2/28 40 -70 ei 

11/l-2/28 93 -83 1iS 

S/16-7/31 
or 8/l-10/15 

105 

280 

28 

430 

2928 

30 

-22 IOC 

-41 39c 

-23 37 

-31 

-15 

-93 

6!C 

12/l-2/28 

5353 

EC 

ir:-:.sj 
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SumPycd 

SuitdhlCa 
N!J--h?r Potrntial AL?'s an:'or 

of livcrtork Land Tith-rTTiT LIvestock lrEd:- Fercent 
Allotrcnt federal Yedrs 

Prlcri tv r;;:;;;1Jdi- G~CdiuXZ 
trdZ!ng Par- Key Facilities Treatment Mdndge- Tred t- Nuchers Season rcrzt Cren:e icr : 

7&ccE-;ziiGJ --7'n'r-2.1) 
llnd Llnits and Acrps ment ment and CldSS 

~iiZKiTj-m-2.8) (W2.6) ~b~----$+ 
,AJ!!sc Al"; t '.s: 

. 

17 Oak Spring 1,459 Odk Spring 
HOriZOntdl 
Orflling 6 Trough 

1 each 

Nell Ydintenance b 
Slick Rock Catchment 

1 each 

Reservoir 
1 each 

Uell Trough 
6 Uindnill - 1 each 

Dldna’s We:) 
Yindrill b Trough 

1 edch 

Shunes Hollow 
Pipeline - 1 mile 
Reservofr Maintendncc 

44 19c 11/l-2/28 76 -55 1:1 0 

0 

14 

0 

1% 

2 

14 

14 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

14 

Winter 
Use 

Minter 
Use 

Winter 
Use 

Winter 
Use 

Winter 
Use 

Deferred 
Rotatjon 

Uinter 
USC 

Winter 
Use 

Uinter 
Use 

Uinter 
Use 

Deferred 
Rotetlon 

Hinter 
Use 

Uinter 
Use 

Winter 
Use 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

orhy 
Putr 

Spcr 
Putr 

Spcr 
Putr 

Orhy 
Putr 

Drhy 
Futr 

Orhy 
Putr 

Bogr 

Hijd 
Orhy 

Putr 

HiJd 

Spcr 
Putr 

Spcr 
Putr 

Orhy 
Putr 

15 Pine Springs 7lC II/l-Z/28 204 -36 441 7,976 164 

16 Poverty Fldt 

15 Red Butte 

15 Red Canyon 

14c 

49c 

2.048 

5,166 

6,033 

44 

76 

155 

11/I-2/28 56 

11/l-2/28 196 

1111-2120 152 
g/16-3/15 42 

?/l-11/15 140 

-66 ICI 

-18 . 277 

-66 !C3 3BC 
?C 

31c 102 12 Rock Sprfng 4,292 -72 2:2 

1lC 

17c 

2oc 

3c 

12C 

SC 

7c 

ZX 

20 

17 

18 

20 

6 

19 

18 

15 

Granary Ranch 

Sedrdn 

Sheep Springs 

Sunnyslde 

lrall Canyon 

Trail Yell 

The-pron Folnt 

Sink Holes 

260 

1,770 

890 

290 

2,505 

420 

736 

4,161 

4 

07 

0 

4 

36 

8 

20 

110 

9/1-9/N 11 

60 

BO 

12 

106 

20 

28 

-84 I5 

-52 147 

-fl 10 

-8 :6 

-49 1:4 

-77 :e 

-56 :6 

-76 210 
- 

9/l-12/15 

11/l-2/28 

7,*h-.Y’--! ‘L t .~ 

73 *- \i,.2/‘- 

11/l-2/28 

6/l-2/20 

II/l-t/28 

11/l-2/28 

9/l-12/31 108 

dr b:pn:2\ns acre: that dTe potentta\ly suitable for lack of water. 
e .": rcfcr to Federal Privileges. 

'Fr;;;re: Lard Treat-er.t AWs. 
‘Total &V’s avalldb:e when natural potentfdl achieved. 

(Continued) 



b 
fiwbcr Pctcntial A!*5 

Surveyed 

Suitablea ?;'lth 
and;cr 

of Livestock Land \I1 th Livestock 
;Il?:-.-q' 

1rci:- 
federal YCdrS PdS- k’?y 

1Ic1-;. -? 

~-_.-_ - Crazing FdCil i tiCS Treatment M-hers Sedson 
“!y .~:i’ilr,3i c3PSGll~dte!, Fc res 

t’dnage- lrcdt- rwlt 

Rest 
;ir~:-rre..lcn, 

Svstcn TUWS Spc ire and Units 
C!dfZC :c:3:, 

-----‘----7z~z~ 1R~~ZT~-~)(PFr~~~J~~~l-~.-(~~-2.5) 
and Acres mcnt vent and class 

~---(mcm~ (W-2.8) lrKrq---(RIl-2.a) 
of Use hl.'lrC AL"i ; I,. 'I 

[R&2.?) RL:. .t: 
[R'(-2.8; 

;:'-‘. I J 
(PY-2.i) 

:3 

19 

2 

I 

10 

7 

7 

14 

iuin Hollow 

Upper Hog 

Yen-ilion 

\frgin River 1 .soo 

bd:er CdryCn 

'.hite Sd;p 

kbillis Canyrn 

!cllcti;acbet 

710 

603 

22.937 

0?0 

1.355 

2PO 

6.967 

0 

14 

0 

0 

0 

Wtnter 
IhI? 

Rlnter 
Use 

Rest 
Rotation 
1 each 

Winter 
Use 

Uintcr 
Use 

Uintcr 
Use 

Minter 
Use 

Deferred 
Rotation 

Orhy 
Spcr 

Orhy 
Putr 

Orhy 
Putr 

Spcr 
Putr 
ntca 

hell. h'indnill Plow L Seed 613 
Storape lank 225 acres 

Trough - 1 each Ourn 1.650 
Pipeline-Z.5 miles Seeded 
Trough - each Acres 
Storage Tank-l each 

Pipeline 0.5 mllc 14 

Grhy 
Atcd 

Orhy 
tlija 

SLXr 
Atca 

Spcr YcIlo.+jacket 

AgCr Pipeline - 1 mfle 
Putr Trough - 1 mtle 

21 

4 

16 

86 

11 

124 

4c 

7C 

34 162C 

27C 11/l-2/28 

8c 

39c 

4c 

2fK 

g/10-12/31 

10/l-10/31 

11/l-11/30 

7/l-4/30 

. 

11/l-2/28 

4/l-2/20 

15 -04 

28 -72 

1762 -27 

36 

11/l-2/28 32 

2395 

108 -53 

30 -91 

39 -46 

4 -75 

280 -43 

122 

46 

125 

IS 

bC4 

TC”I. _ r.- 2:rj,E6 03 7,025 '618 1,796 10,661 17,525 --- 

1:1-i d.T?I tbd: d’l’ cutcltidlly suttdblc for lack of water. 
'a TY'CT :c iccfcral p-lilie~es. 
: . .I.' , dr? :rc,.'i-‘.~P.t :.I "S. 

.di L: ; dvd;ld?lp '~n?o rdtural potentldl achteved. 
:dl trc.3:-ent L;fqs do rot include the 58 AWs ldcntlficd In Johnson Canyon Allotment. These AINs are counted fn the Zfon Plrnnlng Unit. 



UNITED STATES I Nanc ‘.‘I i” 

DEP:ZKTXlENT OF TllE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEhIENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

) 

Ross Recommendation RM-2.2. On 59 allotments implement 33 winter grazing 
July 1978 systems, 9 rest-rotation grazing systems, and 6 deferred-rotation graz- 

ing systems totaling 83 pastures for intensive management (table 2 & 
overlay 2). 

Support. D.M. Decision 

Rationale. The present grazing use of the allotments is made during the 
spring and summer each year. This has resulted in an increase in less 
desirable plants such as pinyon-juniper and big sagebrush and a decrease 
in the more desirable grass and browse species. Grazing each year 
during the growing season also results in poor vigor of the desirable 
plants. Grazing management systems provide periodic rest for the plants 
during the critical spring growing season and allows the desirable 
species to regain vigor and improve in condition and composition. 

Bureau Policy (1603.2364a) states that proper management of livestock 
grazing will be accomplished through AMPS to the extent possible and 
AMPS will be designed to accomplish objectives of all related program 
activities as set forth in MFP's, to the extent these objectives can be 
achieved through livestock management. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

L-3.1 (-) The land recommendation to establish a utility corridor 
along U.S. 89 from Kanab to east boundary of planning unit may conflict 
with the rest-rotation grazing systems proposed for Vermilion, Mollies 
Nipple and 5-Mile Mountain if a railroad is put in and the corridor is 
fenced. Pastures would be divided and additional water developments 
would be needed. 

L-3.2 (-) Lands recommendation to establish utility corridor UC-2 
from Alton Coal Fields will have a negative impact if the corridor is 
fenced. It would interfere with the rest-rotation system proposed for 
Red Knoll allotment and the deferred rotation systems proposed for 
Yellowjacket and Willow Spring allotments by making pastures unbalanced 
and cutting through pastures. 

W-l.1 (-) Watersheds recommendation for frail watersheds would 
prevent implementation of grazing systems on Art Canyon and Johnson Lake 
allotments because part of pasture division fences are on frail water- 
shed. 

W-1.2 (-) Six RR grazing systems proposed for the following allot- 
ments could allow grazing in excess of moderate or 50 percent utili- 
zation on the grazed pastures: 



RR-GS 

1 Five-Mile Mountain 
2 Johnson Canyon 
3 Johnson Lake 

Glasseye 
Flood Canyon 

4 Red Knoll 
Sethy's Canyon 
Clay Flat 

5 Mollies Nipple 
6 Vermilion 

W-l.3 (-) Increase in AUMs through treatment as proposed by water- 
shed would cause pastures to be unbalanced. 

WL-2.3 (-) Wildlife's recommendation to chain, spray, burn and seed 
would cause pastures to be unbalanced in the Mollies Nipple allotment 
which has a rest-rotation grazing system. 

R-l.1 (-) Recreation's recommendation to develop a campground at 
Sand Spring would conflict with the rest-rotation grazing system pro- 
posed for the Art Canyon allotment. The Sand Spring is a very crucial 
water source to make the grazing system work. 

R-3.2 (-) Recreation's recommendation to designate Water Canyon - 
South Fork Indian Canyon as an outstnading natural area and exclude 
livestock would cause the pastures to be unbalanced in the rest-rotati 
grazing system proposed for the Art Canyon allotment. 

R-3.3 (-) Recreation's recommendation to exclude cattle from the 
Ponderosa Sand Dune area would make pastures unbalanced so the rest- 
rotation grazing system proposed for the Art Canyon - Farm Canyon allo 
ments would not work. 

on 

t- 

R-4.1 (-) Recreation's recommendation to desginate Five-Mile Buck- 
skin Mountain areas as special off road vehicle use areas will interfere 
with the rest-rotation grazing system proposed for the 5-Mile allotment 
because the proposed seeding would not be put in and the pastures would 
not balance. 

RM-4.1 Increase in AUMs through land treatment projects would 
cause intensive grazing systems to be redesigned. 

Alternative 1. Adjust each grazing allotment in the planning unit to 
the carrying capacity of the range and adjust the grazing period on the 
33 allotments proposed for winter grazing until after seed ripe time for 
key species as called for in RM-1.1 and RM-1.2. An exception to this is 
Oak Springs which will be grazed prior to seed ripe every other year. 



This was requested by each operator and due to the fact that it will be 
after seed ripe every other year the negative impacts will be negligible. 

On the nine rest-rotation systems only allow livestock use to the extent 
of the carrying capacity of the pastures in the system that will be 
actually grazed for the first year only. After the first year of the 
rest-rotation cycle increase the carrying capacity to equal the sum of 
the pastures within an allotment. On those allotments that will not be 
in a rotation system but the season of use will be changed to fall and 
winter, do not allow any livestock during the spring prior to changing 
the season of use. Implementing this alternative would result in the 
further loss 1,525 AUMs for the first year of the rest rotation systems 
only. 

Team Impact Identification. This alternative is the basic recommendation 
July 1978 contained in RM-1.1, RM-1.2, and RM-1.3. The impacts associated with 

these recommendations have been previously discussed and will not be 
repeated here. 

Alternative 2. Implement the recommendation with the exception of only 
allowing AUMs to be allocated on the pastures that are grazed during any 
one year on the 9 rest-rotation grazing systems. 

Team Impact Identification. This alternative would result in a further loss 
July 1978 of 1,525 AUMs from the recommendation. 

f Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. The lands recommendation L-3.1 

St-r ,978 and L-3.2 to establish utility corridors does not in itself eliminate 
AUMs or affect the development of grazing systems. If and when a speci- 
fic action is approved to construct utilities or railroads the grazing 
systems and AUMs could be adjusted accordingly. 

Watersheds recommendation (W-1.1) to eliminate construction activities 
on critical watershed areas would not be substantially affected if 
division fences in the Art Canyon and Johnson Lakes allotments are 
constructed by use of hand tools. 

Reducing these areas (Recommendation and Alternative 1) to carrying 
capacity of the range will in itself substantially improve the watershed 
condition in these areas over the present situation (W-1.2). 

Watershed recommendation W-l.3 which proposed seedings to improve water- 
shed conditions will cause the grazing systems to be revised. If these 
watershed treatments are completed the grazing systems proposed in the 
recommendation and alternative 2 could be revised to coincide with the 
increase in AUMs. 

The Mollies Nipple AMP could be revised to reflect the situation when 
the wildlife treatments WL-2.3 are completed. 



The campground at Sand Spring (R-1.1) could be designed and constructed 
in such a manner as to provide water for both livestock and recreational 
users. 

Designation of an outstanding natural area (R-3.2, R-3.3) does not in 
itself preclude livestock grazing. Implementing an intensive grazing 
system will in itself mitigate the detrimental effects of livestock 
grazing on the natural values. 

There is presently no demonstrated demand for an off-road vehicle area 
in the 5 Mile Buckskin Mountain area R-4.1. If the demand for such use 
is demonstrated in the future the boundaries could be changed to exclude 
the seeded areas. 

Alternatives. The analysis of the alternatives is portrayed in table 
form. 

Alter- Alter- 
Recommendation native 1 native 2 

+ Degree of benefit 
to range resource 

High Medium High 

Resolves conflicts Partially Partially Part 
with other resources 

ia lly + 

Comparative degree of High ad- High ad- High 
economic impact to verse adverse 
Livestock Operators 

+ adverse 

Unavoidable Adverse 
Impacts 

Short- Same Same 
term economic 
loss will be 
make up in the 
long term by 
increased for- 
age production 

Irreversible Impacts None None None 

Effect on Local' Very smal 1 Very small Very 
Economy 

Effect on Local None None 
Institutions 
+ or - = Comparitive degree or magnitude 

'Socio-Economic profile Cedar City District 

None 

small 



FS Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 1 with the following 
SI 378 modifications: 

As a result of public and rancher meetings, the following individual 
allotment changes are being incorporated into the multiple use recommen- 
dation. These changes will not interfere with sound range management 
and in most cases, were made to accommodate the ideas of the range 
users. 

Farm Canyon will change from a rest rotation system to use after 
the seed ripe period. 

Art Canyon will change from a rest rotation system to a deferred 
rotation system. 

Sethy's Canyon, Red Knoll, and Clay Flat will change from a rest 
rotation system to use after the seed ripe period. 

Hells Bellows will change from after the seed ripe period to a 
custodial allotment. 

This multiple use recommendation is summarized below: . 

There are 36 after seed ripe systems, seven rest rotation systems, and 
seven deferred rotation systems which involves consolidating 13 allot- 
ments. 

Jt. 
Jan l$Sl 

Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation as follows: 

The allotments proposed to be managed by rotation systems will be stock- 
ed at the allotment level beginning the first year rather than at the 
pasture level. Deviations from the systems proposed in MFP Step 2 may 
occur as individual AMPS and grazing systems are worked out with the 
operators. These deviations may be allowed so long as the system meets 
the physiological requirements of the key forage species. 

The wording of MFP Step 2 is clarified for those allotments with pro- 
posed fall and winter grazing. These allotments will not be used in the 
spring of the year the change of season is to become effective, but 
livestock can graze in the spring of the year prior to the year the 
change becomes effective. 

Rationale. It is unnecessary and in many instances, economically imposs- 
ible for an operator to take an additional reduction for a l-year period 
by requiring a stocking rate at the capacity of the pasture being grazed 
in the first year of implementing a system. This modification is also 
in accordance with a change of Bureau policy outlined in WO Instruction 
Memo No. 80-178. 



In the case of allotments to be grazed after seed ripe, the preclusion 
of grazing in the spring of the year before the year the change is 
effective would mean operators would be taking a loo-percent reduction 
for 1% years. This may also result in an economically impossible situa- 
tion for some operators. The physiological requirements of the key 
species will be met by elimination of grazing in the spring of the year 
that the change of season is effective. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TiiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Vermilion 
Actlvltr 

ae MnnagPmPnt. 

Overlrtv Refcrcnce 

Step 1 Step 3 

Ross Recommendation RM-2.3. Rest 40 allotments that are in a downward trend, 
July 1978 or the key forage plants are in poor condition or poor vigor. 

Rest prior to implementation of the grazing systems. 

A. Rest allotments that have spring and summer grazing (table 2 & 
overlay 2) for two years prior to implementing the grazing systems. 

6. Rest allotments that are grazed only during the winter (table 
2 & overlay 2) for 1% years prior to implementing the grazing system. 

D Support. istrict Managers decisi on. 

plant vigor and increase composition Rationale. The rest will improve 
of desirable species. Plants will be able to replenish root reserves 
and produce seed which will provide an opportunity to establish seed- 
lings. The Oak Creek and Virgin River allotments have been rested for 
two to three years and are showing good response. Plants are vigorus 
and desirable species are increasing. 

A. Allotments will be rested two growing seasons with grazing 
starting at the beginning of the third growing season. This will pro- 
vide a greater opportuntity for the grazing system to work. Plants will 
be in good vigor and more forage will be available to start the pasture 
rotation system. 

B. Allotments will be rested two growing seasons with grazing 
starting at the end of the second growing season (1% years). This rest 
will result in more forage being available for winter use. Under pre- 
sent conditions most allotments do not have sufficient forage available 
for winter use. 

Team Identification of Impacts 
July 1978 

WL-2.2 Wildlife recommends a Z-year rest period for allotments 
with deer-livestock conflicts. This conflicts with the following allot- 
ments not recommended for rest by range. 

Brown Canyon 
Vermilion 
Yellow Jacket 

2,878 acres 
4,870 acres 
3,615 acres 

“Jote zlttai-h ~dd~r~onal ~h~~ts~s. :I nv~ilc~<l 
.-__ 
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The remaining 27 allotments would be positive because two years rest 
would improve desirable livestock forage. 

W-1.2 Watershed recommends rest for two growing seasons on 
allotments not recommended by range as follows: 

Oak Spring 
Pine Spring 
Vermilion 
Yellow Jacket 

60 acres 
1,840 acres 
1,410 acres 
1,275 acres 
4,585 acres 

Alternative 1. Do not rest any allotments prior to implementing grazing 
systems. 

; 1978 
Identification of Impacts. The adverse impact on watershed's and wild- 
life's recommendations to rest allotments for two growing seasons would 
be increased. None of the objectives of the recommendation would be met 
if alternative one were accepted. 

Alternative 2. On the rest-rotation systems only allow livestock use to 
the extent of the carrying capacity of the pastures in the system that 
will be actually grazed for the first year only. After the first year 
of the rest-rotation cycle increase the carrying capacity to equal the 
sum of the pastures within an allotment. On those allotments that will 
not be in a rest rotation system but the season of use will be changed 
to fall and winter, do not allow any livestock during the spring prior 
to changing the season of use. 

; 1978 
Impact Identification. The conflicts identified by range and wildlife 
on the recommendation will only be partially mitigated. The objectives 
of the recommendation will be partially met. 

in1978 
Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. The recommendation would do the 
most towards insuring that the vegetative resource is protected. 

Alternative 1 would be the most harmful by not meeting any of the vegeta- 
tive objectives of the recommendation. 

Alternative 2 would partially meet the objectives of the recommendation 
by allowing for some of the physiological needs of the vegetative re- 
source. 

The recommendation would completely eliminate livestock grazing from 
these allotments for two years. This alternative would have a severe 
impact on the livestock industry in Kane County and would in effect put 
several livestock operators out of business. 



Alternative 1 would be the least severe to the livestock industry while 
Alternative 2 would have an intermediate impact to the livestock in- 
dustry. The adverse impact to the livestock people would be shortlieved 
under Alternative 2. 

A comparison between the recommendation and the two alternatives is given below: 

Extent to which 
objectives of 
recommendation 
are met 

Extent to which 
conflicts with 
other resources 
are resolved. 

Extent of 
economic impact 
to livestock 
industry. 

Extent of 
economic impact 
to county. 

Unavoidable 
adverse impacts 

Irretrievable 
impacts. 

Short-term vs. 
Long-term 

Recommendation Alternative 1 

High Low 

Alternative 2 

Medium 

Low None 

High. (Loss of No economic loss 
AUMs for two years) from a direct loss 

of AUMs. 

High. Percent of No economic loss 
total county per- from a direct loss 
sonal income per of AUMs. 
year for two years. 

Economic impact Extreme adverse 
to ranchers impact to vegeta- 

tation. 

None None 

Short-term economic Short-term benefit 
loss may not be to ranchers-long 
made up in long- term impact on vege- 
term. Long-term tation. 
benefit to vege- 
tation. 

Impact on None 
institutional values. 

None 

Low 

Medium (loss 
of AUMs for 
one year.) 

Medium. Per- 
cent of total 
county per- 
sonal income 
for one year 
only. 

Economic im- 
pact to ranchers 
Same impact to 
the vegetative 
resource. 

None 

Both the 
short term 
impacts on 
ranchers and 
vegetation 
can probably 
be made up 
in the long 
term. 

None 



Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
978 

rl>cfn Decision. Reject multiple use recommendation. See RM-2.2 decision and 
n 1981 rationale. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TI1E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name c .JlFP I 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN -STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Range Management 
Objective Number 

Ross Recommendation RM-2.4. Increase total cover by five percent and com- 
July 1978 position of the key forage species identified for each allotment through 

intensive management (table 2) as follows: 

Key 
Species 

From To 
Percent Composition Percent Composition 

Agcr (seedings) 60 70 
Orhy 1 5 
Spcr 1 6 
Hija 2 7 
Putr 2 10 
Atca 1 6 
Bogr 3 7 

Support. None. 

Rationale 

A comparison of the grazed areas with relict areas shows a significant 
difference in the percent of desirable species in the composition. 
Grass composition is about 10 percent in the grazed areas but makes 36 
percent of the composition on No Man's Mesa and 40 percent on Diana's 
Throne. Bitterbrush composition averages 2 to 3 percent on grazed areas 
but 7 to 15 percent on relict areas. Plant cover on the relict areas 
averaged 5 to 10 percent higher than comparable types on the grazed 
areas. 

key species are designated based on palatability for cattle, relative or 
potential abundance based on soils, climate, and ability to endure 
grazing. Management systems are designed based on the key species. If 
the growth requirements of the key species are met so the key species 
are allowed to increase in vigor and within the composition, the require- 
ments of the rest of the plants will also be taken care of. This will 
allow improvement in the condition and trend of desirable livestock 
forage in the unit. 

Team Impact Analysis. The recommendation for RM-2.1, RM-2.7 and RM 2.4 are 
July 1978 an integral part of and cannot be seperated from range recommendation 

2.2. 

The analysis of impacts and multiple use recommendation for intensive 
grazing systems has been made for RM-2.2 and there is no need for the 
analysis to be repeated here. 

llnstr14ct1ons on rer,ersa) 

IIL .-- - 
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Decision. Reject the recommendation. 
81 

Rationale. There is no method for monitoring these proposed increases 
on a unitwide basis. Each AMP will have separate objectives for manage- 
ment of key forage plant species. 
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> 

Ross Recommendation RM-2.5.zc.I$ovide for intensive livestock management by 

July, developing: 6 wells, 23 miles of pipeline, 7 spring developments, 5 
1978 reservoirsj%water catchments:uF storage tanks:@Ewater troughs, l% ,? 

miles of fence andzcattleguards (table 2 & overlay 1). 

Support 

Operations - engineering, force account and possible contracts. 

Rationale 

Livestock management facilities involve structures or developments that 
aid in the management and production of livestock. BLM policy 
(1603.12B46) provides for concentrating improvement fund investments on 
livestock support factilities needed to implement and maintain allotment 
management plans. The facilities as listed are necessary to implement 
intensive management systems on the 59 allotments identified in table 2. 

These facilities will help obtain more uniform use of the forage re- 
sources and better overall management, control and distribution of the 
grazing animal. This in turn will help reach the objective to improve 
the condition and trend of desirable livestock forage. 

Team Impact Identification 

July, 
1978 L-3.2 Land's recommendation to establish a utility corridor from 

Alton coal fields, if fenced, would conflict with the proposed well and 
pipeline on the Kinnikinnic, Yellow Jacket and Farm Canyon allotments. 

L-3.1 Land recommendation to establish a utility corridor along 
US 89 from Kanab to east boundary of planning unit. If fenced the cor- 
ridor would make existing pastures unbalanced and cut livestock access 
from some existing waters therefore additional fencing and waters would 
have to be developed in Vermilion, Mollies Nipple, and 5-Flile allot- 
ments. 

w-1.1 Improvements proposed on frail watershed. 

Vermilion Water Trough 
Johnson Canyon Water Trough 
Art Canyon .3 mile of fence 
Johns on Lake .3 mile of fence 

Note. Attach additIona sheets. If needed 
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W-l.3 Increased AUMs through treatment as proposed by watershed 
will cause a change in pasture boundaries so some fence and water de- 
velopments may have to be relocated. 

WL-2.3 Wildlife recommendation to chain, spray, burn and seed 
would cause pastures to be unbalanced in Mollies Nipple allotment. Some 
fence and water developments may have to be relocated. 

WL-2.4+ Wildlife is proposing reservoirs and catchments on suit- 
able areas as shown on the attached table. If these are piped into 
troughs they will provide additional livestock water. 

Wildlife recommendation for reservoir in Mollies Nipple allotment in 
unsuitable area would encourage grazing in unsuitable areas. 

R-l.1 Recreation's recommendation to develop a campground at 
Sand Spring would decrease the number of spring developments proposed 
for range management by one. 

R-3.3 Recreation recommendation to designate the Ponderosa Sand 
Dunes as a natural area conflicts with the plans for a cattleguard to be 
placed on the existing fence that runs across the Dunes. 

R-4.1 Recreation's recommendation for special off road vehicle 
use on 5 Mile Mountain would reduce development of 5.5 miles of fence if 
the seeding proposed there was not done because of off road vehicle use. 

VR-1.1 Range projects proposed for the unit conflict with visual 
resource management classes as follows: 

Allotment Project 
Visual Resource 

Units Class Effected 

Vermilion 
Vermilion 
Johnsons Lake 
Locke Ridge 
Hell's Bellows 
Johnson Canyon 
Red Canyon 
Art Canyon 
Art Canyon 
Chris Spring 
Pine Spring 
Harris Flat 
Harris Flat 

Spring Development 
Pipeline 
Fence 
Reservoir 
Fence 
Pipeline 
Well & Windmill 
Cattleguard 
Spring Development 
Pipeline 
Water Catchment 
Water Catchment 
Pipeline 

1 each 
4.5 mile 

.5 mile 
1 each 

.3 mile 

.6 mile 
1 each 
1 each 
2 each 

.5 mile 
1 each 
1 each 

.5 mile 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

III 
III 
III 
III 

Alternatives. The alternative of not doing any rangeland improvements 
will not be considered because it would preclude the development and 
implementation of any intensive grazing systems. 



Alternatives of doing part of the range improvement work were also not 
considered as alternatives. 

These proposals can be implemented in some degree by the mitigation or 
elimination of conflicts (through previous decisions). 

Rather than using alternatives, as such, a complete analysis will be 
made of the potential conflicts in the following section and means of 
mitigating or eliminating conflicts will become part of the multiple use 
recommendation. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. Lands recommendations (L-3.2, 3.1) to establish 
Sept 1978 utility corridors conflicts with this recommendation. However specific 

corridor routes will not be designated at this time but rather will be 
analyzed in detail as specific applications for construction of utili- 
ties are received. See impact analysis and multiple use recommendation 
for L-3.2, 3.1, and 3.4. 

The location for the water trough in the Johnson Canyon allotment can be 
extended so that it does not cause cattle concentrations on frail water- 
shed. The water trough located on frail watershed in the Vermilion 
allotment could be eliminated. The fence proposals on frail watershed 
in the Art Canyon and Johnson Lake allotments could be hand constructed 
so as to eliminate the potential adverse impacts on frail watershed (W- 
l.l), with no adverse effect on the range management proposal. 

Land treatments (W-1.3, WL-2.3) proposed by Wildlife and Watershed would 
change the forage production and cause pastures in intensive grazing 
systems to be unbalanced. Having to redesign a grazing system because 
of an increase in forage production is a consequence that range managers 
can gladly learn to live with. 

Wildlife's proposal to construct reservoirs will be an added benefit to 
range management by increasing available water and more even distribu- 
tion of livestock. 

The sorinq development for livestock proposed at Sand Sprinq could be 
designed and constructed in such a manner so as to serve both 1 
and recreational purposes (R-1.1). 

ivestock 

Ponderosa Sand Dunes will not be designated as a natural area, 
analysis and recommendation for R-3.3. The Five Mile Mountain 
not be designated as a special off road vehicle use area, see i 
analysis and multiple use recommendation for R-4.1. 

see 
area will 
mpact 

The rangeland improvement projects which conflict with proposed VRM 
classes are not of the magnitude that they could not be designed in such 
a way so as to eliminate or mitigate the conflict VR-1.1. 

/A 



Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation as modified 
378 below: 

1. Extend pipeline and water trough in Johnson Canyon Allotment out- 
side the frail watershed area. 

2. Hand construct the fences in Art Canyon and Johnson Lakes Allotments. 

3. Design spring development at Sand Springs in such a way as to serve 
both recreational and livestock needs. 

4. Design each project in such a way so as to eliminate or mitigate 
the impact on the proposed VRM class. 

In addition to the requirements above, the recommendation is further 
modified below: 

Allotment Modification From Recommendation 

Five-Mile Mountain Added one trough and one water catchment 

Johnson Lake Allotment Added water pipeline 1 mile 

Long Canyon Added water pipeline 1.5 miles and one 
trough 

Water Canyon Added culinary water protection fence .25- 
mile 

Vermilion Eliminated one trough on frail watershed 

These projects that were added were for the most part proposed by the 
range users. No conflicts were identified and they would be a benefit 
to good range management. Therefore, no further analysis is considered 
necessary. 

sen Decision. Accept the MFP Step 2 recommendation to construct develop- 
1981 ments listed in the attached RMPD with modifications that may result 

from on-the-ground inspections and deviations in proposed projects that 
may occur Q individual AMPS and grazing systems are worked out with the 
operators. 

Rationale. A change from following MFP Step 2 may be necessary because 
of factors listed above. 
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noss Recommendation RM-2.6. Complete the following land treatments to pro- 
July 1978 vide 618 additional livestock AUMs and graze 115 cattle needed to 

balance pastures for intensive grazing systems: 

Plow and Seed 1,725 ac. 
Spray and seed 1,050 ac. 
Chain and seed 350 ac. 
Burn and seed 2,900 ac. 
Burn existing Seedings 3,500-ac. 

9,525 ac. 
(table 2 & overlay 1). 

AMPS will be prepared prior to iniating any artifical rehabilitation 
practices (1603.1264e). 

Burn 3,500 acres of existing seedings as follows: 

Mollies Nipple 
Vermilion 

1,850 ac. 
1,650 ac. 
3,500 ac. 

Support. Operations - contracts or force account. 

Rationale. The native livestock forage produced on several soil com- 
plexes is substantially below the productive capability because of past ' 
pinyon-juniper, sagebrush, and rabbitbrush invasions. The additional 
676 AUMs needed to balance pastures on six allotments can best be devel- 
oped by these land treatment practices. They are needed to balance 
pastures and facilitate implementation of intensive management plans in 
accordance with BLM policy 7603.12649. 

Comparison of existing treatment areas indicate that it is entirely 
feasible to obtain the above results. 

Burning existing seedings will help eradicate invading species of pinyon- 
juniper and sagebrush and increase grass production. 

I Team Identification of Impacts 
July 1978 L-3.1 The lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor 

along US 89 from Kanab to east boundary of unit will conflict with 
treatment opportunities as follows: 

Nore: Attach additIona sheets. if neerie~l -- 
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Allotment Treatment Acres 

Vermillion 
Mollies Nipple 
Five Mile Mtn. 

Burn existing seedings 840 
Burn existing seedings 1,800 
Burn and seed 1,270 

Total 3,910 

F-1.1. Harvesting fuel wood has a beneficial impact on grazing by 
releasing native vegetation. 

W-l. 1 Land Treatments proposed on frail watershed. Vermilion 
allotment, 60 acres, 10 AUMs. Both watershed and range recommended land 
treatments on: 

Flood Canyon 350 ac. 45 AUMs 
Five Mile Mtn. 1,400 ac. 159 AUMs 

Total 1,750 ac. 204 AUMs 

Watershed recommended treatments as follows: 

AUMs with 
Allotment AUMs Treatment Increased AUMs 

5-Mile Mtn. 47 233 186 
Flood Canyon 0 112 112 
John R. Flat 14 108 94 
Mollies.Nipple 67 360 293 
Seaman 0 125 125 
Vermilion 40 273 233 
White Sage 0 95 95 

Total 168 1,306 1,138 

WL-2.3 (+) Wildlife's recommendation to chain, spray, burn and seed 
overlaps with ranges treatment recommendation on 40 acres on the Harris 
Flat allotment. 

R-4.1 Recreation's recommendation for a special ORV use area on 
5 Mile Mtn. would wliminate the seeding proposed there as follows: 

Allotment 
Proposed 

Seeded Areas Treatment AUMs 

5-Mile Mtn. 2,900 329 

VR-1.1 Land treatment projects listed below may conflict with VR 
Class II or III criteria and may have to be modified, relocated or 
eliminated. 

Allotment Land Treatment Acres 
VR Class 

AUMs Affected 

Clay Flat Plow & Seed 1,500 130 II 
Vermilion and Mollies Nipple Burn 3,500 --- 111 
Five-Mile Mountain Burn & Seed 2,900 329 III 
Vermilion Spray & Seed 225 34 III 



/‘..;-. _. y ; 

W-(URA) - Herbicide use in spray areas may effect water quality. 

Alternatives. All of the impacts or conflicts associated with this 
proposal can be mitigated or eliminated through supportive measures as 
discussed in the impact analysis discussion below. No alternatives were 
therefore considered necessary as a basis for a multiple use recom- 
mendation. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. Several of the conflicts identified with this 

Sept 1978 recommendation (F-1.1, W-1.3, WL-2.3) were positive or complementary to 
the recommendation and will not be considered further in this analysis. 

Lands (L-3.1) identified a conflict with a proposed utility corridor. 
However, this route will not be officially designated as a utility 
corridor. If and when we get a specific proposal to construct utilities 
in this area the appropriate adjustments if any will be made at that 
time. 

The land treatment on frail watershed W-l.1 can be accomplished with a 
long-term benefit to the watershed resource by improving vegetative 
cover. The adverse impact to watershed will be in the short-term 
through mechanical soil disturbance. 

The Five Mile Mountain area will not be designated as a special ORV area 
(see R-4.1). Therefore, no conflict exists with this proposed seeding. 

The seedings proposed in this recommendation may or may not impose an 
adverse impact on the recommended VRM class (VR-1.1). Each seeding will 
be analyzed individually and modified to the extent possible to conform 
with the recommended VRM class. In the event that even after design 
modification the seeding will not conform to the recommended VRM class 
then the VRM class will be changed to conform with the seeding. Clay 
Flat, Red Knoll, and Sethy's Canyon will not be combined. (See Multiple 
Use Recommendations for RMZ-2.) Therefore the proposed seeding in Clay 
Flat to balance proposed pastures is not needed. 

Fagan Multiple use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation with the dele- 
Sept 1978 tion of 1,500 acres of plow and seed in the Clay Flat Allotment. This 

reduces AUMs to be provided through treatment to 488 AUMs. 

Support Requirements 
1. Do a detailed environmental assessment on each land treatment 

proposal prior to performing the on the ground work and make adjustments 
in area and design where more detailed information warrants it. 

Jensen Decision. Reject MFP Step2 recommendation and accept the MFP Step 1 
Ja- '981 recommendation. 

Rationale. The decision in the RMPD (Alternatives 5 and 6) is to accom- 
plish all treatments proposed in RM-2.6 and RM-4.1. 
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Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Ross 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen Decision. The decision for this recommendation is covered in RM-1.1 and 

Jan 1981 RM-2.2. 

Recommendation RM-2.7. Establish season of use on 59 allotments. Graze 
36 winter season, 16 summer-fall season, 3 spring-summer-fall season, 2 
summer-fall-winter, and 2 spring-summer-fall-winter season (table 2 & 
overlay 2). 

Support. D.M. Decision 

Rationale. Grazing during the spring-summer growing season each year 
during the past has caused a serious decline in the quality and quantity 
of desirable livestock forage. Seventy-six percent of the suitable 
grazing areas are in poor condition. On 32 allotments all suitable 
areas are in poor condition. Desirable species usually make less than 
five percent in the composition. Winter grazing of cattle has proven an 
effective method for improving range condition in the Vermilion Planning 
Unit. The Pine Spring and Locke Ridge allotments have had winter use 
only for the past several years and show a substantial improvement in 
vigor and condition of bitterbrush and an increase in grass species. 
The 23 allotments that will be used during the spring-summer growing 
season will be put under rotation systems that will provide periodic 
spring-summer rest to provide for plant requirements. Bureau range 
management responsibilities as outlined in PL-94-579 (FLPMA) section 402 
and the Taylor Grazing Act provide for specifying season-of-use. 

Impact Analysis. The recommendation for RM-2.1, RM-2.7 and RN-Z.4 are ' 
an intergral part of and cannot be seperated from range recommendation 
2.2. 

The analysis of impacts and multiple use recommendation for intensive 
grazing systems has been made for RM-2.2 and there is no need for the 
analysis to be repeated here. 

Note. Attach .tdditlonal sheets, ii aeetictl /A> 
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Range Mangement 
OVW~V Iicier&e 

Step 1 Step 3 

Ross Recommendation RM-2.8. Allocate 10,043 AUMs on suitable Federal range 
July 1978 to graze 1,796 cattle and provide an additional 7,025 natural potential 

AUMs. (Table 2). 

Rationale 

The 10,043 AUMs are the result of the 1977 range survey which showed an 
average reduction of 46 percent in Federal AUMs for the planning unit. 
Forty-two percent of the planning unit is unsuitable for cattle grazing. 
The suitable areas contain only 5 to 10 percent desirable species and 
much of the area is in poor condition (see Rationale RM-2.7). There are 
17 allotments receiving heavy use, 64 percent of the suitable acres of 
the unit are receiving moderate or heavy use. Crested wheatgrass seed- 
ings show no slight or moderate use but 60 percent of the seedings are 
being utilized heavy and severe. Thirty-nine percent of the sagebrush 
type is being utilized heavy and severe. Grazing at the surveyed carry- 
ing capacity will help desirable plants regain vigor and increase in 
composition. 

Natural potential AUMs were determined from relict areas representing 
the same vegetative subtypes and soil associations as the corresponding 
grazed types. It is estimated it will take at least 24 years to achieve 
natural potential. 

Team Impact Identification. Lands recommendation to offer tracts for public 
July 1978 sale reduces the Dry Lake allotment by 1 AUM. 

Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor along US 89 could 
have a negative impact on grazing from Kanab to east boundary of plan- 
ning unit. Allotments effected and maximum AUMs that would be lost if 
total corridors were used are as follows: 

Suitable 
Allotment Federal Acres AUMs 

Driveway 
Vermilion 
Mollies Nipple 
Five Mile Mtn 
Thompson Point 
Sunnyside 
Flood Canyon 
White Sage 
Seaman 

80 
2,530 
4,250 
1,160 

200 
80 

170 
440 
200 

m 

4 
130 
216 

58 
10 

4 
8 

22 

Note Attach additional sheers, il nceticri _ ---. ___- -==w--- _-m-~.--p 
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Lands recommendation to establish utility corridor UC-2 from Alton coal 
fields will have a negative impact on grazing if the total corridor were 
used and fenced the maximum impact would be as follows: 

Trail Well 
Pine Spring 
Willow Spring 
Art Canyon 
Buck Pasture 
Yellow Jacket 
Kinnikinnic 
Red Knoll 
Red Canyon 
John R. Flat 

100 
1,680 
1,390 

10 
290 
610 
880 
260 

1.070 
-710 

7,ooo 

5 
84 
70 

1; 
30 
44 
13 
54 

3% 

Minerals recommendation for material sales will conflict with approxi- 
mately 12 AUMs within the recommendation area. 

Frail watershed where AUMs were authorized. 

Vermilion 31 AUMs 
Mollies Nipple 16 AUMs 
Trail Canyon 37 AUMs 

Total 84 AUMs 

Eliminating grazing in the upper portion of Water Canyon will reduce 
Federals AUMs by 7 in the Water Canyon allotment. 

Wildlife recommendation to allocate forage for potential deer numbers 
conflicts on the following allotments because of lack of AUMs: 

Allotment AUMs Lacking 

Johnson Ranch 11 
Locke Ridge 26 
Lower Hog 14 
Trail Well 6 
Willis Canyon 11 

Total 68 

Wildlifes recommendation to chain, spray, burn and seed would be a 
positive impact and would increase AUMs as follows: 

Proposed Suitable 
Federal Wildlife 

Allotment Treatment AUMs AUMs 

Poverty Flat 800 133 
Barracks Point 1,240 207 
Mollies Nipple 2,310 385 
Twin Hollow 650 108 



Harris Flat 550 107 
Kane Spring 1,510 252 
Elephant Cove 2,040 340 

9,100 1,532 

Wildlife's recommendation to protect riparian habitat from livestock 
grazing conflicts as follows: 

Allotment AUMs in Conflict 

Virgin River 
Water Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Lower Hog 
Upper Hog 
Hell's Bellows 
Mollies Nipple 

4 
3 
3 
5 
5 
8 

36 

Recreation's recommendation to develop a campground at Sand Spring would 
conflict in the amount of 1 AUM in the Art Canyon allotment. 

Recreation's recommendation to designate Water Canyon-South Fork Indian 
Canyon as an outstanding natural area and exclude livestock would reduce 
AUMs in Art Canyon allotment by 7. 

Recreation recommendation to designate the Ponderosa Sand Dunes as a 
natural area and close to grazing would reduce AU!% as follows: 

Allotment Federal AUMs Reduced 

Farm Canyon 20 
Ye1 1 ow Jacket 4 
Art Canyon 34 

58 

Visual Resources recommendation to protect riparian habitat from live- 
stock grazing conflicts as follows: 

Allotment AUMs in Conflict 

Virgin River 
Water Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Lower Hog 
Upper Hog 
Hell's Bellows 
Mollies Nipple 

4 

i 
5 
5 
8 
2 

31 



Fagan 

Socio-Economic Impact. There will be an adverse social and economic 
impact to livestock operators if this recommendation were implemented. 
The degree and magnitude of this impact is discussed in detail under the 
analysis of impacts and alternatives section below. 

Alternative 1. Allocate 10,036 AUMs on suitable Federal range and 
provide an additional 7,025 natural potential AUMs. This alternative is 
only a decrease of 7 AUMs from the recommendation. 

Impact Identification. All of the conflicts identified for the recom- 
mendation with the exception of W-2.1 would remain if alternative 1 were 
accepted. 

Alternative 2. Allocate 8,985 AUMs on suitable Federal range and pro- 
vide an additional 7,025 natural potential AUMs. 

Impact Identification. Implementing this alternative would essentially 
eliminate all of the resource conflicts with the recommendation. Alter- 
native 2 has the largest economic impact to livestock operators. This 
impact is discussed in detail below. 

Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. Imp1 ementing alternative 2 would 
eliminate all of the impacts associated with either the recommendation 
or alternative 1. This'alternative will therefore not be discussed 

Sept 1978 
further in the impact analysis below. 

The lands recommendation (L-1.2b) to offer tracts for public sale could 
still take place with no further loss in AUMs. The one AUM in conflict 
is within the limits of error in our forage survey estimates. The 
establishment of a utility corridor (L-3.1 and L-3.2) does not in itself 
preclude livestock grazing or eliminate livestock forage. When and if 
utilities are constructed along these routes, a proper assessment of 
forage loss can be made and appropriate adjustments in livestock numbers 
could be made. 

If and when material sales are made in the recommendation area (M-1.1) 
the AUMs can be adjusted at that time. There is not going to be a great 
increase in demand for gravel in the forseeable future. 

Reducing the livestock numbers to the carrying capacity of the range 
will in itself help improve vegetative cover and watershed condition. 
It is not oresentlv known how cattle use these frail watershed areas 
(W-1.1). ’ 

No further adjustments in AUFls should be made until the livestock num- 
bers are reduced to carrying capacity and intensive grazing management 
implemented. 



The upper portion of Water Canyon serves as the source for the city of 
Fredonia's water system. Livestock grazing in this area should be 
eliminated (W-2.1). 

The allotments where deer numbers would not be allowed to increase to 
estimated potential are not considered critical deer range and no live- 
stock deer conflict presently exists in these areas. Reducing livestock 
numbers to carrying capacity and implementing intensive management will 
in itself mitigate the chance of future deer livestock conflicts in 
these areas (WL-2.1). On the planning unit as a whole there 2,600 
excess AUMs allocated for deer. 

Wildlife's recommendations (WL-2.3) to increase forage production through 
seeding would complement the range resource. Any increase in AUMs 
through range seeding will be allocated to livestock operators where it 
is completed and an accurate determination of AUMs is made. 

Reducing livestock numbers to carrying capacity and implementing inten- 
sive grazing management with periods of rest will do a great deal to- 
wards maintaining and enhancing these riparian habitat areas as called 
for in wildlife objective WL-3.1. The rationale for WL-3.1 fails to show 
what will be gained from complete livestock elimination. No further 
adjustments in AUMs should be made in these areas until the effects of 
intensive grazing management have been studied and analyzed. 

A campground at Sand Spring could be designed and constructed in such a 
way as to eliminate the conflict of one AUM with livestock grazing. 
This conflict R-l.1 with livestock grazing is not considered significant 
and could be mitigated with no adverse effects. 

Outstanding natural area designation does not in itself preclude live- 
stock grazing (R-3.2, R-3.3). When intensive grazing management is 
implemented an assessment can be made to determine the effects of con- 
tinued livestock grazing on natural values and further livestock use 
adjustments made if justified. 

Econmic Impact. The recommendation would result in a loss of 8,324 
AUMs from the base property qualifications of 18,985 AUMs which is a 44 
percent reduction. This would result in an annual direct income loss to 
the ranching industry of $1.68/AUM or a total of $13,984. Direct and 
indirect income loss to the county would amount to $4.66/AUM or a 
$38,790 total. This annual loss in relation to the total county direct 
income is .17 percent or .4 percent of the total county direct and 
indirect income. A comparison of the economic impact between the 
various alternatives is given in the alternative analysis below. 

Social Impacts. While there will be social impacts by reduction of AUMs 
these impacts cannot be quantified. A review of the economic impact 
would not indicate a loss of employment which would lead to any dis- 



location or out migration of people because of the reduction in live- 
stock numbers. Changes caused by the reduction in livestock numbers 
would probably result in some change of lifestyle for some individuals, 
particularly those who run very small numbers of cattle. However, BLM's 
charge and responsibility to protect the forage resource leaves no 
alternative to try to protect the lifestyle of the few individuals that 
may be affected in this way. This impact would apply to the recom- 
mendation or either alternative mentioned below . 

Alternatives. A comparison between the impacts associated with the 
recommendation and each alternative is given be low. 

Recommendation Alt. 1 Alt. 2 

Extent that Range Mgnt. All Most Part 
objectives are met. 

Extent that conflicts 
with other resources are 
resolved or mitigated 

None Part All 

Economic impacts to 
livestock operator 

$l8,184/annum *same as 
.17% of direct rec. 
personal in- 
come in 
county. 

$19,953 
per annum 
.19% of 
direct 
personal 
income in 
county. 

Economic impact to 
County 

$50,44O/annum Same as rec. 
.4% of total 
county income. 

Irreversible impacts 

Unavoidable impacts 

None None 

Economic im- same as 

$55,347 
per annum 
.52X of 
total 
county 
income. 

None 

same as 
pact to ranch- recommendation rec. 
ers. 

Short-term & Long-term 
effects 

Short-term same 
economic loss 
Long-term in- 
crease in forage 
production. 

same 



*Alternative 1 would only result in a loss of 7 fewer AUMs than the 
recommendation. The economic impacts were considered identifical. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 1, with the condition 
Sept 1978 that further reductions in AUMs will be imposed when the tracts identi- 

fied in RM-3.1 and L-l.1 are disposed of. Also, the allocation of AUMs 
will be reduced by 45 because the Hells Bellows Allotment will become a 
custodial allotment. 

Jensen Decision. Reject the multiple use recommendation. Allocation of live- 
Jan 1981 stock forage is given in the RMPD. These are subject to change as AMPS 

and grazing systems are developed and monitoring studies proceed. 

Rationale. See rationale in RM-1.2 and 2.2. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TfIE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name ' !li~'l'l 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

Ranqe Management 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 Step 3 

Ross 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation RM-2.9. 
management, 

Of the 59 allotm$nts identified for intensive 
authorize grazing on 205,298 suitable Federal acres, 32,258 

potentially suitable Federal acres and do not authorize grazing on 
165,901 unsuitable Federal acres. (Water development is not planned on 
all areas, therefore all potential acres will not be developed). See 
table 2 and overlay 3-URA Step 3. 

None Support. 

Rationale. Fifty percent of the total area is suitable for grazing with 
8 percent potentially suitable and 42 percent classified as unsuitable. 
The 8 percent potentially suitable acres lack water at the present time. 
As water is provided they will become suitable. The reasons for classi- 
fying range unsuitable are: 

Steep and rough terrain 13% 
Low forage production 37% 
Combination of above 48% 
Frail watershed 2% 
Inacessible T 

The unsuitable areas consist of 94 percent pinyon-juniper type. The 
heavier stands of pinyon-juniper produce little forage for livestock 
grazing. As the pinyon-juniper trees become mature and established on a . 
site they tend to crowd out the understory vegetation, especially if the 
area has been overgrazed, leaving little or no forage for cattle use. 

aAcres pertaining to recommendation RM-2.9 do not correspond to acres in 
recommendation RM-1.3. Different areas are involved in some cases e.g., 
custodial allotment acres, potentially suitable acres and allotments 
totally unsuitable. 

Impact Identification and Analysis. The impacts associated with this 
recommendation are identical to and inseparable from the impacts identi- 
fied for RM-2.8 and will not be repeated here. 

The determination of suitability is an inventory function and does not 
require a management decision. 

Decision. Accept the recommendation with the modification that forage 
will be allocated only on suitable acreage, and potentially suitable 
acres will be licensed for use only if water is developed or hauled. 

Note: /\ttach additional sheets. it’ needcci - --=_ --- 
1, \."'I< .'l,i,;\ r,,, ,<'! <'IV<', 

/3r 
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UNITED STATES Name ChlFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR . . 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
\iorw 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective Number 

Ross, 
Objective RM-3 

Swain, 
Fagan, 

To facilitate and improve livestock management initiate the following 

Jensen, 
actions necessary for the orderly administration and regulation of the 

July, 1978 
range program in the Vermilion Planning Unit: 

1. Dispose of scattered and isolated tracts of land. 

2. Protect the relict characteristics on Diana's Throne and 
No Man's Mesa. 

3. Authorize feeding of certain supplements during the winter season. 

4. Authorize clear cutting of wood and posts on designated areas. 

Rationale 

Sections 102, 203, 204, and 206 of Public Law 94-579, FLPMA, provides 
for the disposition of.public lands by sale or exchange and for the 
withdrawal of public lands from mineral locaton when such actions are in 
compliance with land use planning and it has been determined disposal or 
withdrawal is in the National interest in promoting proper land management. 

Certain supplements such as protein blocks, mineral salts, or feed grain 
etc. may be used at the discretion of the district manager when in the 
interest of range management objectives and there are no other resource 
use conflicts (BLM Manual 4112.12 C 3). 

Clear cutting of P-J areas for wood and posts is an inexpensive method 
that can be used for releasing native forage species that have been 
suppressed by unpalatable species such as pinyon-juniper trees. Areas 
with insufficient native forage remaining could be seeded to introduced 
species. 

d- 
112. ,I’,< .‘10,17 O?, r<,:~ersl.J 

- 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name C.\IFPl 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Ranqe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Ross Recommendation RM-3.1 

July 9 
1978 To facilitate administration and management of livestock grazing on 

public lands, dispose of the isolated or scattered tracts of land 
described below by exchange for private or state land within grazing 
allotments or by public sale (overlay 2). 

A. Dispose of those lands within the following allotments. 

Priority 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

B. 

Eight Mile Gap (4035) and Cedar Ridge (4146) - Approx. 640 ac. T. 
44 s., R. 5 W., Sec. 11, N%: Sec. 3, SE%; Sec. 9, SE%NE%; Sec. 10, 
NW%, SbdE%. 

Lone Forty (4072) - Approx. 40 ac. T.44S., R5W., Sec. 4, SW%SW%. :e* 
_ -----___ 

Gravel Pit (4057) - Approx. 200 ac. T.44S., R.6W.,.Sec. 8, NE%,\ '.'l" 
Sec. 9, SE%NE%. 

Unlicensed - T.44S., R.6W., Sec. 8, NW%NW%. i-ui.;I,::jL- .,- ,- 
i 

Oak Springs (4088) - Approx. 360 ac. T.42S., R5W., Sec. 27, S+SE%; : 
Sec. 34, NE%, S% NW%, NE%NW%. 

Dispose of approximately 240 acres in the following allotments: 

Priority 

1. Red Knoll (4140) - Approx. 160 ac. T.42S., R.TW., Sec. 25, WJ&E%, ' 
NW%SE%; T.42S., R.6W., Sec. 31, SE%NW%. 

2. Kinnikinnic (4069) - Approx. 80 ac. T.43S., R.7W., Sec. II, EpJW%. 

Rationale 

Small, scattered parcels of public land intermingled with private land 
are difficult to administer and adequate control of grazing use is 
impossible. Use on these federal lands is associated with use made on 
adjacent private land. 

A. These lands are surrounded by private land and isolated from other 
public land. They are not suitable for intensive management and grazing 
is difficult to control. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~lr,~.‘~,,~‘:l~,,,c <I?, lc-1 Frc<-J 
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- 
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B. These public lands are fenced in with private land and use is made 
in conjunction with private land. Management is difficult and because 
of the small acreage involved (240 acres) it is not economically feas- 
ible to change fences to exclude them from private land. The limited 
amount of money generated by the grazing fees is less than the expected 
cost to administer the grazing use. 

Fagan Identification of Impacts and Analysis. This recommendation compliments 
Sept 1978 the lands recommendation (L-l.la) to dispose of isolated tracts. 

Both wildlife and watershed identified a conflict by not being able to 
if some of these implement watershed and wildlife management practices 

areas were put into private ownership. 

The benefits of disposal and blocking up 
resource management standpoint far outwe 
to manage these small isolated tracts. 

Federal land from a total 
igh any benefits from attempting 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the 
Sept 1978 written. 

management recommendation as 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Support. Realty (refer to L-1.1). 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name C.\lFPI 

Vermilion 
Activity 

RiUlfJP 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Ross Recommendation RM-3.2 

July, 
1978 Protect the relict characteristics and values on No Man's Mesa and 

Diana's Throne by segregating them from all mineral locations and land 
disposals and by allowing no mineral leasing activities (overlay I). 

Priority Acres Allotment 

No Man's Mesa 1 1,720 none 

Diana's Throne 2 90 none 

Rationale 

These two areas, because of inaccessibility have not been influenced by 
man's activity. They should be protected from future use in order to 
preserve their natural condition. Very few areas exist which have not 
been altered or affected by man's activity. These relict areas provide 
an excellent opportunity to determine what the climax vegetative composi- 
tion and ecological condition of the adjacent grazed areas should be. 
BLM studies were run on both of these areas to establish the potential 
production for P-J and sagebrush types which encompasses the majority of 
the Vermilion Planning Unit. The S.C.S. has located study plots on No 
Man's Mesa and are planning to put studies on Diana's Throne. Keeping 
these comparison areas in their natural state is very important. These 
sites provide an opportunity to evaluate the effects grazing and other 
uses have had on the native range. 

Team Identification of Impacts 

July, 
1978 R-3.1+ Recreations recommendation to designate research natural areas 

and restrict all uses on Diana's Throne and No Man's Mesa 
coincides with ranges recommendation to withdraw the same 
areas. 

M-1A Reconciliation (-) 
1,720 acres (unallotted in No Man's Mesa) and 90 acres 
(unallotted in Diana's Throne) are recommended for withdrawal 
under the mining law which would prevent mineral exploration 
and possible discovery. Areas small enough for no surface 
stipulation on oil and gas leases. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed -- 
I,!.:,;,, :1,,,1\ r,,, rc, I’TC<‘I 

_-- 
Form 16X3-21 (April 10751 



F 3 Analysis of Impacts. Implementing this recommendation would eliminate 
, . 1978 1810 acres from mineral location. There are no known valuable mineral 

deposits on these areas and the area proposed to be withdrawn is very 
small when compared to other areas in the planning unit which would 
remain open to mineral location activities. 

Septn1978 
Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the Recommendation. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that identified areas will not be segregated from mineral location or 

mineral leasing. 

Rationale. Protection can be adequately provided through stipulations 
for approval of mining plans and oil and gas leases. 

*** Decision 3.2 has been amended by proposing to segregate 140 Mans 
Mesa from mineral entry. The withdrawal procedures will be 
initiated during FY-87. Refer to the attached Water Canyon/South 
Fork Indian Canyon plan amendment and EA at the back of the !lFP 
for more information. 

t(~ n---AL 12-9-86 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i ~l/~f’~ 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

Overlay Reference 

step 1 step 3 

Ross 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Far 
SC 978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation RM-3.3 Authorize feeding of supplements on allotments 
used during the winter (table 2 and overlay 2). Supplements that would 
be allowed are cottonseed meal, soybean meal, corn, oats, wheat, barley, 
bone meal, and monosodium phosphate. 

Rationale. The winter season is the least detrimental time to graze 
ranges in this area. Winter grazing helps improve the range by minimiz- 
ing the effects of grazing on the forage resource. It increases the use 
made on big sage and other browse species but forage obtained during the 
winter is marginal in phosphorus and deficient in energy. Supplemental 
feeds providing for these deficiencies should be encouraged and allowed 
on the 33 allotments used during the winter season. Supplemental feed- 
ing will also improve livestock condition and can be used to achieve 
better livestock distribution on the allotments. 

Impact Identification and Analysis. There were no conflicting recommen- 
dations identified for this recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Requests by grazing permittees to feed 
supplements on public lands will continue to be handled on a case by 
case basis as such written requests are received. When it is determined 
on an individual basis that the feeding of supplements is in the inter- 
est of proper range management such requests will be approved. 

In all cases requests from grazing permittees to feed supplements on 
public lands will be processed according to the provisions of US0 manual 
supplement 4112 (Supplemental Feeding of Livestock). 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. if needed lYA 
- 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF TIiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name , \;I:/‘, 

Vermilion 
Act lclty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Ross Recommendation RM-3.4. Allow post and wood cutting activities on those 
July 1978 areas identified below and on overlay 1. This will be done on a trial 

basis to determine if tree cutting activities can be used as a success- 
ful land treatment practice to increase the composition of native grass 
and forb species. Clear-cut or heavily thinned areas on the Barricks 
Point Allotment will be broadcast seeded with a mixture of browse, forbs 
and grass species. The other areas will depend on the release of native 
vegetation for improvement. 

Allotment Priority Acres 

Barracks Point 1 480 
Twin Hollow 3 770 
Kanab Creek 4 1,900 

4,190 

Rationale. These areas were identified for tree cutting because of the 
heavy tree cover and a moderate to high productive soil. This heavy 
tree cover greatly restricts the understory growth. Once the trees are 
removed, there is potential for the desirable forage species to increase. 
The Barracks Point Allotment was selected for broadcast seeding because 
of an almost total lack of understory vegetation and the area selected 
for cutting is presently unusable by cattle because of lack of water. 
This treatment will give a comparison between cutting for the release of 
native vegetation and cutting followed by broadcast seeding. This 
recommendation will be done on a trial basis because presently no areas 
are available to compare the results of such a program. If this prac- 
tice proves beneficial, additional areas are available where this treat- 
ment could be applied. 

Fagan Impact Identification 
Sept 1978 

L-3.2 - Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor from Alton 
coal fields if fenced would conflict with 690 acres of the 
wood and post cutting area proposed for the Kinnikinnic allot- 
ment. 

VR-1.1 - Post and wood cutting areas listed below may conflict VR Class 
II or III criteria: 

Allotment Acres 

Barracks Point 300 
Twin Hollow 250 
Kinnikinnic 600 

VR Class Affected 

III 
II 
II 

Note. l\ttach additIona sheets. II’ needed /Y3 
v- -- --____ 
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WL-2.5 + Wildlife's recommendation to allow wildfires to burn would be a 
positive interaction on the range recommendation to allow post 
and wood cutting to improve range conditions. 

Wildlife URA Clear-cutting would eliminate 480 acres of band-tailed 
pigeon roost sites on Barracks Point. 

Clear-cutting would eliminate 770 acres of good condition 
habitat for blue grouse on Twin Hollow. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. It is not reasonable to assume 
Sept 1978 that the proposed utility corridors will be fenced (L-3.2) on both 

sides. Woodcutting in this area could take place with no adverse impact 
to the proposed utility corridor. 

All wood and post cutting projects in these areas will be designed in 
such a way so as to minimize any conflict with the proposed VRM classes. 
In cases where VRM classes would be adversely affected the post and wood 
cutting projects will not be allowed (VR-1.1). 

Any post and wood cutting projects in the Barracks Point and Twin Hollow 
allotments will be designed in such a way so as not to eliminate the 
band-tailed pigeon roost sites and good condition blue grouse habitat. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation with support 
Sep'. 1978 requirements listed below. 

Support Requirements 

1. Perform an environmental assessment on each post and wood cutting 
project and design the project in such a way as to eliminate or substan- 
tially mitigate the conflicts with VRM classes and wildlife habitat as 
identified in the impact analysis above. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name i.~lFf’~ 
Vermilion 

Activit 
Range 

Obiective Number 

Ross, Objective RM-4 
Swain, 
Fagan, To meet the present demand for livestock forage develop the remaining 
Jensen, land treatment potential on Federal land of 55,142 acres and 9,108 AUMs. 
July, 1978 

Rationale 

The demand for an additional 9,108 AUMs as identified in the PAA requires 
that the full treatment potential of 55,142 additional acres be developed 
to provide forage to help meet the needs of the nation, to help stabilize 
the economy of the livestock industry, individual users, and dependent 
communities (1603.1263b). 

145 
---- -- 
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UNITED STATES 1 Name 1 :ll:i'~ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

Ranae 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlnv Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Ross Recommendation RM-4.1. Complete the following land treatments to 
July 1978 provide 9,108 additional AUMs (table 3) needed to meet the demand for 

livestock forage and divide the AUMs proportionately among all operators: 

Treatment 
Federal 

Acres 
Federal 

AUMs 

Plow and seed 11,430 1,741 
Spray and seed 14,561 2,054 
Chain and seed 20,198 2,987 
Burn and seed 8,953 2,326 

55,142 9,108 

Rationale. The present carrying capacity of 10,043 Federal AUMs plus 
the 618 AUMs of treatment necessary to implement grazing systems and the 
7,025 Federal AUMSs natural potential with management will not meet the 
present demand of 27,284 AUMs as identified in the PAA. The development 
of the full treatment potential is necessary to meet local livestock 
needs. 

Fa; Impact Identification 
Sept 1978 

L-3.1 Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor from 
Kanab to east boundary of planning unit conflicts with proposed 
treatments as follows: 

Allotment Treatment Acres AUMs 

Vermilion 
5-Mile Mtn 
Mollies Nipple 

Chain and seed 
Burn and seed 
Burn and seed 
Plow and seed 

860 
350 
120 

1,020 
2,350 

143 
58 
20 
51 

272 

L-3.2- Lands Recommendation to establish a utility corridor from 
Alton coal fields if fenced for railroad would conflict with 
proposed seedings as follows: 

Allotment Treatment Acres AUMs 

Trail Well Spray and seed 
Pine Spring Spray and seed 
Yellow Jacket Spray and seed 

210 
1,160 

150 
1,520 

35 
193 

25 
253 

Note. Attach additIona sheets. lf needed - 
t,. \ .‘I,‘,C .‘! il. \ ,,, I<‘, L’I\‘,J, 
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Form liiV.2-21 1Apr11 1075‘~ 



M-l.l- Mineral's recommendation to issue material sales on approximately 
250 acres over the next 20 years may conflict with seedings 
proposed on the following allotments: 

Mollies Nipple 
Vermilion 
White Sage 
Seeps 
Chris Spring 
Pine Springs 

RM-2.2- Range's recommendation to complete additional land treatments 
will conflict with rest-rotation systems proposed on the 
following combinations of allotments, because of unbalanced 
pastures: 

Chris Spring and Willow Spring 
5-Mile Mtn 
Johnson Lake, Glasseye and Flood Canyon 
Red Knoll, Sethy's Canyon and Clay Flat 
Mollies Nipple 
Vermilion 

W-l .l- Land treatments on 400 acres of frail watershed in Mollies 
Nipple allotment would be detrimental to watershed condition. 

RM-2.5- The range recommendation to complete additional land treatments 
will conflict with proposed facilities because rest-rotation 
system pastures will be unbalanced and water and fences will 
have to be relocated or new developments made on the following 
combination of allotments: 

Chris Spring and Willow Spring 
5-Mile Mtn 
Johnson Lake, Glasseye and Flood Canyon 
Red Knoll, Sethy's Canyon and Clay Flat 
Mollies Nipple 
Vermilion 

RM-2.6+ The range recommendation to complete additional land treatment 
would be a positive interaction with RM-2.6 and RM-2.8 because 
there would be an increase in AUMs. See attached table. 

RM-2.9+ The range recommendation to complete additional land treatments 
would be a positive interaction with RM-2.9 because areas 
unsuitable because of low forage production would become 
suitable as follows: 



Allotment Treatment Acres Made Suitable 

Buck Pasture 
Dry Lake 
Flood Canyon 
Locke Ridge 

Poverty Flat 
Seeps 
Sink Hole 
Vermilion 

White Sage 

Chain and seed 
Plow and seed 
Chain and seed 
Burn and seed 
Spray and seed 
Chain and seed 
Chain and seed 
Chain and seed 
Plow and seed 
Chain and seed 
Chain and seed 

270 
60 

640 

7": 
500 

1,920 
140 
365 

50 
570 

6,623 

RM-3.4+ The recommendation to complete additional land treatments and 
the recommendation for post and wood cutting areas overlap as 
follows: 

Allotment Acres 

Barracks Point 
Twin Hollow 

340 
770 

1,110 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. The ability to perform land 
ST 1978 treatments as proposed in the recommendation will depend entirely on 

funding. 

The lands and minerals conflicts L-3.1, L-3.2 and M-l.1 are also based 
on future predictions for utility construction and mineral extraction. 
With the present demands and information it is impossible to resolve 
these potential conflicts through the decision making process at this 
stage. 

The 400 acres of seeding on frail watershed would be detrimental to 
Watershed Condition (W-1.1) This area should be excluded from future 
land treatment projects. 

This recommendation will also conflict with RM-2.2 and RM-2.5 because an 
increase in AUMs will cause the intensive grazing systems to be revised. 

This recommendation compliments RM-2.6 and RM-3.4 by increasing AUMs and 
suitable acres. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. The recommendation is accepted with the 
Sept 1978 unavoidable qualification that adjustments in land treatment areas, 

grazing systems, material sale areas, and corridor routes may be neces- 
sary when and if funding becomes available to perform these land treat- 
ments. The recommendation is modified by excluding 400 acres of frail 
watershed area in the Mollies Nipple allotment from future land treat- 
ment projects. 



This land treatment recommendation is further modified as a result of 
conflict with existing situations as identified in the URA. The extent 
of this modification is listed below: 

1. Do not perform chainings in the Twin Hollow allotment in areas where 
good condition Blue Grouse habitat would be destroyed. 

2. Identify band-tailed pigeon roost sites in the Barracks Point and 
Poverty Flat allotments and do not destroy roosting sites through tree 
changes. 

Also, 1,500 acres of plow and seed land treatment in the Sethy's Canyon 
and Clay Flat Allotments are added to this long-term potential recommen- 
dation. This is the same 1,500 acres that was deleted from the Clay 
Flat intensive management treatment recommendation. Also, 400 acres of 
plow and seed in the Sink Holes Allotment is added to this long-term 
potential recommendation. This treatment area was identified as having 
good potential for treatment during the range survey for this allotment. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



TABLE 3 

Additional Treatment Opportunities 

Priority 
Allotment Reference 

Number and Name Number Treatment 

10 4005 Barracks Point 

24 4013 Buck Pasture 

13 4022 Chris Spring 

4 4023 Clay Flat 

25 4033 Dry Lake 

3 4043 Five Mile 

14 4044 Flood Canyon 

17 4046 FAR 

11 4063 John R. Flat 

aPotential above surveyed AUMs 

1 
2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
2 

1 

1 

Chain, seed 480 
Chain, seed 570 

Chain, seed 270 

Spray, seed 780 

Plow, seed 640 

Plow, seed 310 

Burn, seed 6,180 

Chain, seed 220 
Chain, seed 420 

Plow, seed 

Spray seed 

970 

1,945 

AUMs POTENTIAL 
a 

Acres 
With 

Treatment 

60 
71 

131 

34 

98 

109 

39 

1,941 

36 
51 
87 

122 

243 

(continued) 



TABLE 3 continued 

AUMs Potential 

Allotment 
Priority Number and Rame 

5 4064 Johnson Lake 

15 4065 Johnson Point 

16 4068 Kane Springs 

26 4071 Locke Ridge 

6 4081 Meadow Canyon 

1 4083 Mollies Nipple 

Reference 
Number Treatment Acres -... ..- 

: 

1 

: 

1 

Spray, seed 1,340 
Spray, seed 900 

Spray, seed 930 

Spray, seed 380 
Spray, seed 660 

Burn, seed 110 

Burn, seed 500 
Chain, seed 410 
Chain, seed 1,520 
Spray, seed 45 

Chain, seed 3,320 554 
Chain, seed 768 128 
Spray, seed 210 35 
Spray, seed 1,105 184 
Spray, seed 450 75 
Plow, seed 1,870 312 
Burn, seed 1,060 177 
Plow, seed 360 60 
Plow, seed 3,860 643 

With 
Treatment 

223 
150 
373 

116 

48 
83 

131 

18 

83 
51 

190 

33; 



19 4086 Neaf 

27 4088 Oak Springs 

12 4093 Pine Springs 

11 4094 Poverty Flat 

28 4095 Red Butte 

30 4102 Rock Springs 

31 4105 School Section 

Table 3 continued 

Priority 

1 

Allotment 
Number and Hame 

4083 Mollies Nipple 

Reference 
Number 

10 
11 
12 

: 

1 

: 

: 

1 

1 

1 

,AUMs Potential 

Treatment Acres 

Plow, seed 215 
Spray, seed 720 
Plow, seed 660 

14,598 

Burn, seed 613 
Chain, seed 270 

Plow, seed 280 

Spray, seed 1,368 
Spray, seed 1,410 

Chain, seed 500 
Chain, seed 380 

Plow, seed 300 

Spray, seed 260 

Burn, seed 40 

With 
Treatment 

36 

;; 
2,134 

102 

144: 

45 

171 
177 
348 

4”: 
109 

38 

32 

5 



Table 3 continued 

Allotment 
Priority Number and Name 

a 4107 Seeps 

32 4142 Sheep Spring 

7 4111 Sink Hole 

9 4120 Swallow Park 

21 4126 Trail We'll 

20 4127 Twin Hollow 

29 4128 Upper Hog 

2 4130 Vermilion 

Reference With 
Number Treatment Acres Treatment 

,AUMs Potential 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

: 

1 
5 

; 
a 
9 

Chain, seed 1,920 320 

Plow, seed 40 5 

Chain, seed 2,040 340 

Spray, seed 1,340 167 

Spray, seed 420 52 

Chain, seed 610 76 

Plow, seed 100 12 

Plow, seed 
Chain, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 
Chain, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 

160 
2,050 

a5 
145 
590 
540 

3,640 
145 
160 

7,515 

20 
342 

ii 
74 

4:: 
la 
20 

1,040 



Table 3 concluded 

Priority 

22 

23 

18 

Allotment 
Number and Name 

4134 White Sage 

4135 Wllow Spring 

4137 Yellow Jacket 

TOTAL 55,142 9,108 

AUMs Potential 
a 

Reference With 
Number Treatment Acres Treatment 

1 Chain, seed 570 95 

1 Spray, seed 31 12 

1 Spray, seed 717 90 
2 Chain, seed 240 30 

120 

a 
Potential above surveyed AUMs. 



Ross 
MFP Intera< 

July, 1978 
Activity - Range 

Wwld hccep t lng 

Conflicting 
Conflicting 

Poss lb le Recommendat lon 
or Positive 

Recommendation 
to Nodify Eliminate All 

Without cr cart of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positlvc Interaction and How Koch? Compromise Recommenda t lon --- .- 

RM-1.1 w-1.2- Hollies Nipple, Vcrmlllon and Yellowjacket were not changed to winter use during the No Pait 
interim because of existing AMPS therefore the watershed recommendation to rest two growing 
seasons will conflict as fallows: 

Hollies Nipple 20,580 ac. 1,659 AU!ls 
Vermilion 1,410 ac. 119 AlINs 
Yellowjacket 1,275 ac. 52 AUHs 

23,265 ac. 1,830 AUMs 

l&2.2- Wildlife recommends a 2 year rest period for allotments with deer-livestock conflicts. 
This conflicts wl:h allotments as per the attached table. 

NO Part 



Pa-l. 1 - WL-2.2 

Allotments with Deer-Livestock Use Conflicts 

Priority 
Deer Allotment 

Allotment Concentrations Acres 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Poverty Flat 

John R. Flat 

Meadow Canyon 

Flag Point 

Elephant Cove 

Kane Spring 

Harris Flat 

Chris Spring 

Red Knoll 

Kinnikinnic 

Farm Canyon 

Johnson Canyon 

Dry Lake 

Sink Hole 

Barrack's Point 

Sethy's Canyon 

Buck Pasture 

Art Canyon 

Johnson lakes 

Flood Canyon 

Yellowjacket 

High 11,869 

High 11,169 

High 4,835 

High 380 

Moderate 7,934 

Moderate 12,874 

Moderate 4,960 

Moderate 7,543 

Moderate 9,129 

Moderate 5,961 

Moderate 4,523 

Noderate 8,279 

Moderate 3,296 

Moderate 7,428 

Moderate 9,650 

Moderate 8,270 

Moderate 3,190 

Moderate 12,022 

Moderate 11,065 

Xoderate 6,666 

Low 3,615 

(Yellowjacket Spring Pasture) 

Willow Spring Low 3,040 

Continued 



RM-1.1 - WL-2.2 Concluded 

Deer Allotment 
Prioritv Allotment Concentrations Acres 

3 Red Canyon Low 13,702 

3 Trail Canyon Low 8,136 

3 Old Fort Low 4,366 

3 Brown Canyon Low 2,878 

3 Vermilion Low 4,870 
(Nephi Pasture) 

3 Mollies Nipple Low 48,000 
(Nipple Pasture) 

3 Clay Flat Low 6,041 

3 F.A.R. Low 5,127 

250,818 



MFP Interacti 
Ross 
July, 1978 

Activity - Ranee 

Wou hi Accenting 

Conflicting 
Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate Al I 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recomsendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendat lon 

RM-1.2 L-l. la- Lands recommendation for a land fill and scw~igc treatment site would reduce AL&Is in NO Part 
Gravel Pit aliotmellt by 6 AllMs. 

L-l .2b- Lands recommendation to offer tracts for public sale reduces the Dry Lake allotment by 1 ADM. No Part 

L-3.1- Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor along D.S. 89 could have a negetativc No Part 
impact on grazing from Kanab to east bouniry of planning unit if completed during the interim. 
Allotments effected ‘and maximum XDtis that would be lost if total corridor were used are as 
follows: 

Allotment Suitable Federal acres AlINs 

Driveway 40 2 
Vermilion 2,530 130 
Plollirs Nipple 3,920 196 
Thompson Point 200, 10 
Sul?nysltlc RI-I 4 
White Sage 3hO 18 - 

7,130 360 

L-3.2- Lands recommendation to establish litility corridor LtC-2 from Alton coal fields will have NO 

a negative impact on grazing if ti.s total corrfdcr were used and fenced during the Interim No 
the maximum iqact would be as follows: 

kilotnent Suitable Fociera Acres AlITls I- 

-Trnll We.1 1 100 
Pine Spring 1,680 
Xi1 10~ Spring 1,3?0 
.At-r Cnngo!~ IO 
Buck Pasture 290 
Y*!l:ow lacket 6 LO 
Kinnikinnlc fiti 
Red Knoll 260 
Red Carion 1,070 
John R. Flat 710 

5 
84 
70 

1 
15 
30 
-i ‘r 
13 
54 
34 - 

7 ,wo 350 

H-l.l- Minerals ;ecommcndation for material sales will conflict Approximately 12 AllWs with 
grazing within his recommendation a:ea if the sdlas are made during the Interim period. 

No “‘i:.i 

!‘3rt 
Part 

. 

. . . . 



Ross 
July, ‘--7 

NFP ? Oil 

Actlvl. .“ge 

Would Acccp t lng 
Conflicting 

Confllctlng Possible Recommendation 
or Posltlve to Modify Ellmlnate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Posltlve Interaction and How Much? Compromlse Recorm~~endat ion 

RM-1.2 W-l.l- 

W-l. 2- 

w-2.1- 

w-1.3+ 

No Part 

Watershed recommendation excludes the following AUMs on frail areas 

Vet-ml1 ion 31 ALMS 
No11 les Nlpple 16 AIMS 
Trail Canyon 37 AUMs 

a4 AUMs 

No Part 

Watershed recommendation does not allow more than 50 percent utilization of key species 
ln pastures under grazing systems. 

Moll les Nipple 
Vermll ion 
Yellow Jacket 

1,784 ALMS 
ia0 AUMs 

64 AU116 

2,028 AIMS 

Ellmloatlng llvrstock grazing ln the upper portion of water canyon would reduce grazing by No 
7 Federal AlMs In the Water Canyon allotment. 

Part 

Watershed’s treatment recommendation has a positive impact if treatment gets done in the 
interim period. Would increase AIMS as follows: 

Allotment Acres Present AUMs Treatment AUMs Increased AU% 

Flve Nlle Mtn. 1,400 47 233 186 
John R. Flat 650 14 108 94 
Mollles Nipple 2,160 67 360 293 
Vennlllon 1,640 40 273 233 
Whlte Sage 570 0 95 95 

7,840 168 1,069 901 

WL-2.1- Wlldllfe recommendation to allocate forage for potential deer numbers conflicts on the 
following allotments due to lack of AUMs: 

Allotment 

Joh~cjn Ranch 
Locke Ridge 
Lower Hog 
School Sect ion 
Troll Well 
Wlllls Canyon 
Old Fort 

AUMs Lacking 

11 
26 
14 
12 

6 
11 
25 

105 

No Part 



ROSS MFP Interar 
July, 19711 Activity - R, ---AZ 

..- 
Would Accept fng 

Ctinf 1ic:ing 
Conflicting Possible Recommandat ion 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate Al 1 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

WL-3.1- 

R-l.l- 

R-3.2- 

R-3.3- 

llildlifcs recomm:ndntion to chain, spray, burn and seed wojld be a positive impact if the 
treatments are done during the tnterim they would increase .‘.UM’s :~s fol.lo\:s: 

Al lotmcnt - Acres Incrensdd AUXs 

Poverty Flat 
Barracks Point 
MoIlies Nipple 
Harris Flat 
Kane Spring 
Elephant Cove 

a00 
1,240 
2,310 

51n 
1.510 
2;n40 
8,410 

1 C) 7 
183 
385 

69 
213 

Wildlifes recommendation to protect riparian habttat from the effects of livestock grazing 
conflicts as follows; 

Allotment AUMs in Conflict 

Virgt:t River 
Water Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Gravel Pit 
Lower Hog 
Upper Hog 
He1 l’s Bellows 
Mel lies Nipple 

Recreations recommendation to develop a campground at Sand Spring would conflict in the 
amount of 1 AU?1 in the Art Canyon allotment if completed during the interim period. 

Recreations recommendation to designate Water Canyon-South Fork Indian Canyon as an out- 
standing natural area and exclfnie livestock would reduce AlJgMs in Art Canyon allotment by 
7 if completed during the interim. 

Recreations recommendation to designate the Pondcrosa Sand Dunes as a natural area and close 
to grazing would reduce All% as follows if completed during the interim period: 

Allotment Federal AIMS Reduced 

No Part 

No Part 

No Part 

No Part 

Farm Canyon 
Yellow Jacket 
Art Canyon 



ROSY MFI' Int~!rnction 

.July , 1978 Activity - Rxn I 

Conflicting 
or Positive 

-_- 
wou;d Accept :ng 

Conflictii1g 
Possible ~~co"m~l:dntiorl 

to Modify Elim!nate All 
Recommendation Without or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Rccnm~ncndatlon 

RM- 1.2 V-l- Vegetations recommendation to protect T 6 E plants may conflict with grazing in the 
following allotments: 

Check to see Part 
if T 6 E plant 
species actuaily 

Allotment Plant Species 
exist. 

White Sage 
Vermilion 
S-Mile 5tn. 
Art Canyon 
Farm ‘Canyon 

Psoralla eptpsila and Astragalus lamcearius 
Phact?lia constanccl 
Phacelia cephalotes 
Astragalus straitiflorus and Erigeron zionis 
Hymenopnppus filifoluis ver. Tomentosus 

VR-1.3- Visual Resources recommendation to protect riparian habitat from the effects of livestock No 
grazing conflicts as follows: 

Allotment AlJMs in Conflict 

Virgin River 
IJntcr Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Gravel Pit 
Lower Hog 
Upper Hog 
Hell’s Bellows 
Molllcs Nipple 

Part 



RO:;:; 

July, 978 
JlFP Inter.ac t ion 

Activity - R;IIIP~ - 
-. - 

Would Acecpt ing 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Nodify Eliminate All 

Recommendat ion Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Reconmendnt i on 

RM-1.3 L-l.la- 

L-l .2b- 

L-3. l- 

L-3.2- 

.710 
7,600 

M-l.l- Minerals recommendation for material sales will conflict on approximately 250 acres 
within his recommendation area if the sales are made durin8 the interim period. 

No Part 

W-1.1- Grazing authorized on frail watershed. No Part 

Lands recommendation for a land fill and sewage treatment site would reduce suitable 
Federal acres in the Crave1 Pit allotment by 155 acres. 

No . Part 

Lands recommendation to offer tracts for public sale reduces the Dry Lake allotment by 30 
suitable Federal acres. 

No Part 

Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor along 1J.S. 89 could have a negative NO Part 
Impact on grazing from Kannh to east houndry of planning unit allotments effected and maximum 
AUMs that would he lost if total corridor were used is as follows: 

AI lotment Suitable Federal Acres AUMs 

Dr iveuay 
Vermilion 
Hollies Nipple 
Th&>mpson Point 
Sunnyside 
White .Scige 

40 2 
2,530 130 
3,920 196 

200 10 
80 4 

360 18 -- 
7,130 360 

Lands recommendation to establish utility corridor UC-2 from Alton coal fields will have a No 
negative impact on grazing if the total corridor were used and fenced the maximum impact uculd 
be as follows: 

Al lotnent Suitable Federal Acres AU?ki 

Trnf 1 We1 1 
Pine Spring 
Willow Spring 
P.r f Canyon 
Buck Pasture 
Yellow Jacket 
Kinnlkinnlc 
Red Knoll 
Red Canyon 
John R, Flat 

100 5 
l,h80 84 

1,390 70 
10 1 

290 15 
610 30 
880 44 
260 13 

1.070 54 
3: 

350 

Vet-rail ion 1,420 ac. 
:.lolJ ies Fipple 520 ac. 

Trail Canyon 1,09C ac. 
3,030 ac. 

Part 

. 



Ross 
July, 1978 

MFI‘ Interaction 
Activity - Ranr - 

__-- 
Would Accepting 

Conflicting 
Conflicting 

or Positive 
Possible Recommendat ion 

Recommendation 
to Modify Eliminate .411 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and Row Much? 
Without or Part of Your 

Compromise Recommendation 

Rll-1.3 w-1.2- 

w-1.3+ 

w-2.1- 

WL-2.3+ 

WL-3. l- 

R-l.l- 

R-3.2- 

No Dart 

Allotments with AMPS may authorize grazing on areas of the grazed pasture in excess of 
moderate or 50 percent utilization. 

No . Part 

Mollies Nipple 20,580 ac. 
Vermilion 1,410 ac. 
Ye1 low Jacket 1,275 ac, 

23,265 ac. 

Watershed recommendation would increase suitable area in the white sage allotment by 570 
acres and 95 AUMs. 

Elinination of grazing from upper portion of Water Canyon allotment would reduce suitable 
Federal acres by 200. 

Wildlife5 recommendation to chain, spray, burn and soed would increase suitable acres as 
follows: 

Mollies Nipple 2.310 acres & 385 AUMs 

Wildlifes recommendation to protect riparian habitat tram livestock grazing conflicts as 
follows: 

Allotment 

Virgin River 
Water Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Cravcl Pit 
Lower Hog 
Upper Hog 
Roll’s Bellows 
tiollies Nipple 

Acres in Conflict 

50 
100 

40 
20 

101, 
100 

90 
40 

54n 

Corridors should be left to provide livestock access to drinking water. 

Recreations recommendation to develop a campground at Sand Spring would conflict with 40 
suitable Federal acres in the Art Canyon allotment if completed during the interim period. 

No Part 

Recreations recommendation to designate Water Canyon-South Fork Indian Canyon as an out- 
standing natural area and exclude livestock would reduce the number of suitable Federal 

NO Part 

acres in the Art Canyon allotment by 220 if completed during the interim period. 

8, ,, 8, /, a .I, 85, 18 .,,I I, ,I/, ,,/, 
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July, 1978 
MFP [ntzrnction 

Activity - E&cl 

_- -. -- 
Would Accepting 

Conflicting 
Conflicting Possible Rccomnendat ton 

or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part. of Your 

Recommendaticn Number Number What Is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommctldation 

RM-1.3 R-3.3- Recreations recommendation to designate the Ponderosa Sand Dunes as a natural area and close No Part 

to grazing would reduce suitable Federal acres .IS follows if completed during the interim: 

Allotment Suitable Federal Acres 

Farm’ Canyon 
Yellow Jacket 
Art Canyon 

550 
90 

1,000 
1,640 

VR-1.3- Visual resources reco’mmendation to protect riparian habitat from livestock grazing conflicts No 

as follows: 

Allotment Acres In Conflict 

Virgin River 
Water Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Gravel Pit 
Lower Hog 
Upper Hog 
Hell’s Bellowc 
Mollies Nipple 

Part 

Corridors should be left to provide livestock access to drinking water. 

V-l- Vegetations recommendation to protect T L E plants may conflict in the following allotments: Check to see Part 
if T 6 E plant 
species actually 
exist. 

Allotment Plant Species 

White Sage Psoralia cpipsila and Astragalus lamcearius 
Vermilion Phacclia constancei 
5-Mile Mtn Phacelia cephalotes 
Art Canyon Astragalus straltiflorus and Erigeron zionis 
Farm Canyon Hymenopappus fillfolius vet-. Tomentosus 



Ross !.IFI’ Interaction 
July, 1978 Activity - R:II~~%I~ - 

--- 
Would kc:capting 

Conf 1 ict ing 
Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Ellnin;ltr All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Reconmendatlon 

Rx-2.2 L-3.1- 

L-3.2- 

W-l.l- 

w-1.2- 

w-1.3- 

K-2.3- 

R-l.l- 

The land recommendation to establish a utility corridor along U.S. 89 from Kanab to east 
boundry of planning unit may conflict with the rest-rotation grazing systems prcposed for 
Vermilion, Nollies Nipple and 5-Hile Mountain if a railroad is put in and the corridor is 
fenced. Pastures would be divfdcd and additional water developments Gould be needed. 

Lands recommendation to establish utility corridor UC-2 from Alton coal fields will have 
a negative impact if the corridor is fenced. It would interfer with the rest-rotation 
system proposed for Red Knoll allotment and the deferred rotation systems proposed for 
Yelldw Jacket and Willow Spring allotments by making pastures unbalanced and cutting 
through pastures. 

No Part 

No Part 

Watersheds recommendation for frail watersheds would prevent implementation of grazing 
systems on Art Canyon and Johnson Lake allotments because part of pasture division fences 
are on frail watershed. 

No Part 

Six RR grazing systems proposed for the following allotments could allow grazing in excess 
of moderate or 50 percent utilization on the grazed pastures: 

RR-CS 
1 Five Nile Mountain 

2 Johnson Canyon 

3 Johnson Lake 
Classeyc 
Flood Canyon 

4 Red Knoll 
Sethy’s Canyon 
Clay Flat 

5 Hollies tlipple 

6 Vermilion 

Increase in AUMs through treatment as porposed hy watershed would cause pastures to be Yes-Change None 
unbalanced. pasture 

boundaries 

Wildlifes recommendation to chain, spray, burn and ser?d would cause pastures to be unbalanced Yes-Change 
in the Hollies Nipple allotment which 113s a rest-rotation grazing system. pasture 

boundaries 

None 

Recreations recommendation to dcvelop a campground at Sand Spring would conflict with the 
rest-rotation grazing system proposed for the Art Canyon allotment. The Sand Spring is a 
very crucial water source to make the grazing system work. 

No Part 



1....1.1 MFF .zract ton 

July, 1978 Activity - Rnngc? 

Conflicting 
or Positive 

Would h .T ,) t 1ng 
Conf!ictillg 

Possible Recommo,iJ.lt inn 
to Morlify Elimin~ate Al I 

Recomnendat ion Without or Part of Your 
Recommendat ion Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and tlow Much? Compromise Recommendation 

RM-2.2 R-3.2- Recreations recommendation to designate I4ater Canyon-South Fork Indian Canyon as an out- No All of Art 
standing natural area and exclude livestock would cause the pastures to be unbalanced in the 
rest-rotation grazing system proposed for the Art Canyon allotment. 

Canyon RR 
grazing 
system 

R-3.3- Recreations recommendation to exclude cattle from the Ponderosa Sand Dune area would make NO All of the 
pastures unbalanced so the rest-rotation grazing system proposed for the Art Canyon-Farm 
Canyon allotments would not work. 

RR grazing 
system for 
the Art 
Canyon-Farm 
Canyon 
allotments 

R-4. l- Recreations recommendation to designate 5-Mile-Buckskin Htn areas as special off-road-vehicle No All of the 
use areas will interfer with the rest-rotation grazing system proposed for the 5-Nile 
allotment because the proposed seeding would not he put in and the pastures would not balance. 

system 
proposed 
for the 
5-Mile Mtn 
allotment 

VR-1. l- ADMs from potential land treatment projects listed on R&2.8 - VR-1.1 are necessary to No 
balance pastures to form rest-rotation grazing systems. Without the treatment projects the 
RR grazing systems in the Vermilion, S-Mile Mountain. Red Knoll, Clay Flat, and Sethy’s Canyon 
allotments would not work. 

Part 



Wo:rId hcceptlng 
Conflictin& 

Conflicting Possible ReCOiTlCndatiOfl 

or Positive to Modify Elim~nnte All 

Recommendation lli thout or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Numher What 1s the Canfllct oc Posltlve Inleraction and thou Xuchl Compromise Recommendation 

w-2.3 WL-2.2- 

+ 

W-l .2- 

IUldlife recommends a 2 year rest period for allotments with deer-livestock conlfcts. 
This conflicts vtth the iollowing allotmrncs not rrcommended for rest by range. 

NO Part 

Brom Canyon 2.R70 ac. 
Vermilion /c,R70 ac. 
Yellow .Jacket 3,615 ac. 

The remaining 27 allotments would be positive because two years rest vould Lmprove 
desirable livestock forage. 

Watershed recommends rest for two growing BeasonR on allotments not recommended by range 
as follows: 

NO 

Oak Spring 
Pine Spring 
Vermilion 
Yellov Jacket 

60 ac. 
1,840 ac. 
1,410 ac. 
1,275 nc. 
4,585 BC. 



Ross 
July, 1978 

MFP Interact ion 
Act Lvlty - R:ll~~ -. 

Would .~ccptLng 
Conf llcting -. 

Conflicting Poss lb le Recommenda t ion 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

R-M-2.4 VR-1.3+ Visual Resources recommendation to increase the composition of desirable species through 
intensive livestock management would be a positive benefit on the 59 allotments proposed 
for intensive management. 



Ross 
July, 1978 

HFP Lnteraction 
Activity - me 

Would AcLc<pttng 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendat ion 
or Positive to Modify Elimin;i:c All 

Recommendation Witl~out or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Rccommcndat ion 

RM-2.5 L-3.2- Lands recommendation to establish a utility corridor from Alton coal fields if fenced Could maybe Part 
would conflict with the proposed well and pipeline on the Kinnikinnic, Yellow Jacket and change location 
Farm Canyon allotments. but probably 

wouldn’t get water 
in all three 
allotments 

L-3 l l- Land recommendation to establish a utility corridor along U.S. 89 from Kanab to east 
b?undry of planning unit if fenced the corridor would make existing pastures unbalanced 
and cut livestock access from some existing waters therefore addition?1 fencing, and waters 
would have to be developed in Vermilion, Mollies Nipple, and S-Mile allotments. 

W-l. l- Improvements proposed on Frafl Watershed. 

w-1.3- 

Vermilion Water Trough 
Johnson Canyon Water Trough 
Art Canyon .3 mile of fence 
Johnson Lake .3 mile of fence 

Increased AUMs through treatment as proposed by watershed will cause a change in pasture 
boundries so some fence and water developments may have to be relocated. 

WI.-2.3- 

b&2.4+ 

Wildlife recommendation to chain, spray, hurn and seed would cause pastures to be unbalanced 
in Mollies Nipple allotment. Some fence and water developments may have to be relocated. 

Wildlife is proposing retiervoirs and catchmcnts on suitable areas as shown on the attached 
table. If these are piped into troughs they will provide additional livestock water. 

idildlifc recommendation for reservoir in Mollies Nipple allotment in unsuitable area would 
encourage grazing in unsuitable areas. 

R-l.l- Recreations recommendation to develop a campground at Sand Spring would decrease the number 
of spring developments proposed for range management hy one. 

R-3.3- Recreation recommendation to designate the PonLlerosa Sand Dunes as a natural area conflicts 
. . . 

with the plans for a cattlegrlard to be placed on tire existtng fence that runs across rne dunes. 

R-4.1- Recreations recommendation for special off-road-vehicle use on 5-Mile ntn. would reduce 
development of 5.5 miles of fence if the seeding proposed there was not dor&e hccause of 
off-road-vehicle use. 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Part 

None 

None 

Part 

All of the 
r*comnaodation 
for that parti- 
cular area. 

Part 



RM-2.5 - WL-2.4 

Mule Deer Water Developments 

Type of 
Priority Allotment Location Development 

1 Mollies Nipple T. 43 S., R 2 W., S. 17, NE4 Reservoir 

1 Mollies Nipple T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 1, SE4 Reservoir 

1 Mollies Nipple T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 27, SW4 Reservoir 

2 Five Mile Mtn T. 42 S., R. 2 W., S. 27, SW4 Reservoir 

2 Locke Ridge T. 42 S., R. 5 W., S. 18, NE4 Reservoir 

4 Pine Springs T. 43 S., R. 9 W., S. 34, NE4 Catchment 

4 Pine Springs T. 44 S., R. 9 W., S. 3, NE4 Catchment 



Ross 
WI’ Tnternct ; 

July, 1978 
Activity - Ra. - 

Would ris.zcp t ing 
COilflL~tlng 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify El lmfna te Al 1 

Recommendation Wltllout or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and Row Much7 Compromlsc Recommendation 

R&z. 5 VR-l.l- Range projects proposed for the unit conflict with visual resource management classes as Design modifl- Part 
follows: cation or relo- 

cation may be 
possible In some 
cases 

Allotment - Project 
Visual Resource 

Units Class eEEected 

Vermilion Spring Development 
Vcrmilioa Pipeline 
Johnson Lake Fence 
Locke RldSe Reservoir 
Hell‘s Rellows Fence 
JohnsoIl Canyon Plpcllne 
Red Canyon Well 6 Wlndmlll 
Art Canyon Ca:tleguard 
Art Canyon Spring Development 
Chris Spring Pipeline 
Pine Spring Water Catchment 
Harris Flat Water Chatchment 
Harris Flat Pipeline 

1 each 
4.5 mile 

.5 mile 
1 each 

.3 mile 
.6 mile 

1 each 
1 each 
2 each 

.5 mile 
1 each 
1 each 

.5 mile 

II 
IX 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
11 
II 

III 
III 
III 
III 



KOSS tlPP I,ltcrnction 

July, 1978 Artlvlly - fknj;c! - -- 
-- 

Would ,..L.cpttng 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendat ton 
or Positive to Xodify Eliminate All 

Recommendation 
Recommendat ton Number 

Without or Tart of Your 
Nunbcr What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and Hou Much? Compromise Peco:inenda t ion 

M-2.6 L-3. l- The lands recommendation to establish a utjlity corridor along U.S. 89 from Kanab to NO Part 
east boundry of unit will conflict with treatment opportunities as follows; 

Allotment Treatment Acres 

Vennil ion Burn existing seedings 840 
Mollies Nipple Burn exisitng seedings 1,800 
Five Mile Mtn. Burn and Seed 1,270 

3,910 

\ F-1.1+ Harvesting fuel wood has a beneficial impact on grazing by releasing native vegetation. 

U-l.l- Land treatments proposed on frail watershed. Vermilion allotment, 60 acres, 10 AuMs 

w-1.3+ Both watershed and range recommended land treatments on: 

Flood Ca.nyon 350 ac. 45 AUMs 
Five Mile Mtn. 1,400 ac. 159 AUNs 

1,750 ac. 204 AUMs 

Watershed recommended treatments as follows: 

Allotment 
AUMs with 

Present AU& Treatment Increased AU% 

5-Mile Mtn 47 233 186 
Flood Canyon 0 112 112 
John R. Flat 14 103 94 
Mollies Nipple 67 360 293 
Seaman 0 125 125 
Vermilion 40 273 233 
White Sage 35 95 

1,306 1,138 

W&2.3+ Wildlifes recommendation to chain, spray, burn and seed overlaps with ranges treatment 
recommendation on 40 acres on the Harris Flat allotment. 

R-4. l- Recreations recommendation for a special off-road-vehicle use arca on S-Mile Mtn. would 
eliminate the seeding proposed there as follows: 

Allotment 

5-Mile Mtn. 

Proposed 
Seeded Areas Treatment AU% 

2,900 329 

Yes 

No 

Part 

Al 1 hl!l~ls from 
the proposed 
5-Mile E;tn. 
seed trig wollld 
be lest. 



rtostl 

July, 1978 

Mht .‘riic t Inn 

Activity - R,wigc -- 

Conflicting 
Conflicting 

Possible RcconncnJat ion 
or Positive Eliminate All 

Recommendation 
to Modify 

Recommendation Number 
Without or Part cf Your 

Number I&at is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recoxoendation - 

RM-2.6 VR-l.l- Land treatment projects listed below may conflict with VR Ciass II or III criteria and may No All 
have to be modified relocated or eliminated. 

V-l- 

Allotment Land Treatment Acres AlJNs VR Class effected 

Clay Flat and Sethy’s Canyon 
Vermilion and Mollies Nipple 
5-Nile Mtn 
Vermilion 

Plow and Seed 
Burn 
Burn and Seed 
Spray and Seed 

1,500 130 II 
3,500 -- III 
2,900 329 III 

225 31, III 

Vegetations recommendation to protect T and E plant species conflicts.with the proposed Check to see in Part 
burn and seeding project on 5-Mile Mtn and Vermilion allotments. what areas the T 6 E 

plants actually exlst. 



Ross 
.Jul.y, 1978 HFP Interaction 

Acttvtty - Rnneq 

Would Accepting 

Confllcttng 
Conflicting 

Possible Recomncnd*it ion 
or Positive 

Recomeendac ton 
to Hodify Eliminate All 

Uithout Of Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Nunber What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Huch? Conpromise Recommendation 

RH-2.8 L-l.la- Lands recommend.?tion Co establish a sanitary land ffll and sewage plant would NO Part 
conflict with 6 AU% In the Gravel Pit allotment. 

L-1.2b- Lands recommendation to offer tracts for public sale reduces the Dry Lake allotment by NO Part 
1 AH. 

L-3. l- Lsnds recommendation to establish a utility corridor along U.S. 89 could have a negative NO Part 
impact on grazing from Kannb to east boundry of planning unit. Allotments effected end 
maximum AU% that would he lost if total corridors were used are as follows: 

Al lotnent 
Suitable 

Federal Acres AU% 

Driveway 
Vernll ion 
Ho1 lies Nipple 
5-‘llle s1cn 
Thompson Point 
Sunnyside 
Flood Canyon 
White Sagk 
Seaman 

a9 
2,530 

4,250 
I.160 

200 
80 

170 
-440 
200 

9,110 

4 

130 
216 

58 
10 

4 
8 

22 
10 

462 

L-3.2- Lands recommendation to establish utility corridor UC-2 from Alton coal fields will have a NO 
negative impact on grazing if the total corridor ware used and fenced the maximum impact 
would be as follows: 

Al lotnent Suitable Federal Acres ALMS 

Trnll Well 
Pine Spring 
Uillow Spring 
Art Canyon 
Buck Pasture 
Yellow Jacket 
Kinnikinnfc 
Red Knoll 
Red canyon 
John R. Flat 

100 5 
1.680 a4 
1,390 70 

10 1 
290 15 
610 30 
830 44 
2hO 13 

1,070 54 
710 

7.000 
34 

350 

M-1.1- Hinerals recommendation for materiel sales will conflict with approximately 12 Altos 
vfthln the recommendation area. . 

NO 

Part 

Part 



WATERSHED 

Reconciliation of URA Step 4 

1. Seven hundred seventy acres in the White Sage allotment and 740 acres 
in the Seeps allotment identified for land treatment in Step 4 were 
not carried through to MFP I. These areas were also receiving heavy 
livestock utilization and were alternatively recommended for intensive 
management, rather than treatment. 

2. Two sections of road identified in Johnson Lakes and Mollies Nipple 
allotments could be improved through maintenance; no recommendation 
is required. 

3. Additional data needs for suspended sediment monitoring and stream- 
bank erosion surveys will be incorporated into the Cedar City Water 
Qaulity Program. No MFP recommendation is required. 



UNITED STATES Name I.UFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Vermilion 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

Watershed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Winslow Objective W-l. Reduce or minimize wind and water erosion by management 

Swain or land treatment to stablize soils and improve or maintain soil produc- 
Fagan tivity (table 1). 
Jensen 
July, Rationale. This objective follows Bureau of Land Management Watershed 
1978 program objective 1603.12 E.3.a. The ultimate purpose is to manage the 

soil resource to enhance onsite resource uses. 

As identified in the Unit Resource Analysis, there are many areas where 
improved management or land treatments could effectively protect soils 
or reduce soils loss. The reduction of erosion and associated improve- 
ment or maintenance of soil productivity will also be beneficial to 
livestock grazing, wildlife use, and aesthetics. 

High sediment yields and dissolved solids in runoff are major problems 
in the planning unit that restrict uses of surface water and ultimately 
degrade the quality of Colorado River water, noted as an important 
national, and international, problem. Attaining the objective will also 
reduce these water quality problems. 
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I,:. ‘r:,c !l,,,,C O?, rc’t erTl~l 

F’I 

Form 1600-20 (April 1075i 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step w-1 .1 Step 3 

Winslow Recommendation W-1.1. Implement the following management on 76,191 
July, acres of highly erodible, frail soils in the planning unit to minimize 
1978 soil loss and salinity of runoff water. (table 1 and Overlay 1): 

1. Classify all these soils as unsuitable for livestock grazing 
when calulating the carrying capacity of the allotments where they are 
found. 

2. Limit ORV use to existing roads and trails on all frail water- 
sheds (76,191 acres). 

3. For locatable minerals, incorporate salinity and erosion 
control stipulations into mineral exploration or mining plans whenever 
possible. Do not allow lease operations. Prohibit sales of mineral 
materials from these areas. 

4. Prohibit all livestock, wildlife, or recreation developments. 

Support. Range, Recreation, Minerals. 

Rationale. This management would protect these soils from further 
degradation brought on by surface-disturbing activities. The soils were 
classified in the critical and severe erosion condition classes and are 
naturally erosive because of topographic and geologic conditions. Any 
surface disturbance only accelerates the already high rates of soil 
loss. 

About half of these soils are derived from Chinle and Moenkopi geologic 
formations, which are diffuse sources of salinity to the Colorado River 
system. Consequently, a minimization or reduction in salinity of runoff 
water will be an additional important benefit. 

The recommendation closely follows procedures to reduce salinity and 
erosion as discussed in the 1977 BLM document "The Effects of Surface 
Disturbance on the Salinity of Public Lands in the Upper Colorado River 
Basin." These procedures apply particularly to preventing erosion loss 
on marine shale formations but are also useful on soils that are natur- 
ally erosive because of topographic characteristics. 

Livestock grazing is the greatest source of disturbance on these soils 
at the present time. Classifying them as unsuitable when calculating 
the carrying capacity of the allotments where they are found will insure 
that stocking rates are adjusted to relieve almost all of the grazing 
pressure that presently exists. 

Note: Attach additional shctbts. If needed 

l”‘.:r,,r :1,,,,\‘ ,111 IC,‘CTC<‘I 
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Team Impact Identification. RM 4.1 Range is recommending a plowing and 

July, seeding on 400 acres of frail watershed in Mollies Nipple Allotment. 
1978 Treatment would create temporary accelerated erosion and could result in 

long term damage to the soils. 

M-1.2 Minerals recommendation to sell petrified wood on frail watershed 
would create surface disturbance over a possible 10 acres. The areas of 
interaction are: 

Allotment Acreaqe 

Mollies Nipple 3,340 
Vermilion 1,550 

Ml.1 Minerals recommends to sell sand and gravel from frail watershed 
areas recommended for closure to saleable mineral materials. Sand and 
gravel excavation could result in increased erosion on 240 acres of the 
Mollies Nipple Allotment. 

L l.lb Lands recommends disposal of about 70 acres of frail watershed 
that Watershed is trying to protect in Recommendation W 1.1 (Carmel 
Junction Allotment). 

L 2.2 Lands recommends authorization of city of Fredonia trespass water 
collecting facilities in the northern part of Sec. 21 and southeast part 
of Sec. 17, T. 43S, R7W. in South Fork of Indian Canyon and Water Canyon. 

L 3.1 Lands recommends utility and transportation corridors on frail 
watershed in following allotments: 

Allotment Acreage 

Carmel Junction 110 
Mollies Nipple 400 
Trail Canyon 230 
Vermilion 730 

Total 1,470 

L 3.2 Lands is recommending utility and transportation corridor on frail 
watershed in the following allotments: 

Red Canyon 
John R. Flat 

20 
370 

RM 1.2. AUMs proposed on frail soils in three allotments in contradic- 
tion to Watershed's proposal to prohibit use. This could create addi- 
tional erosion. Areas of interaction are: 



Allotment AUMs 

Mollies Nipple 16 
Trail Canyon 37 
Vermilion 31 

RM 1.3. Suitable acreage authorized on frail watershed in Range recom- 
mendation could create additional erosion on these sites. Areas of 
interaction are: 

Allotment Acreaqe 

Mollies Nipple 
Trail Canyon 
Vermilion 

520 
1,090 
1,420 

Rtl 2.5. Livestock developments proposed on frail watershed in four 
allotments. Construction and congregation of cattle would disturb soils 
and accelerate erosion. 

1. Water trough on Vermilion allotment 
2. Water trough on Johnson Canyon allotment 

a: 
Fence in Art Canyon allotment (one-third mile) 
Fence in Johnson Lake allotment (one-third mile) 

RM 2.6. Approximately 60 acres recommended for plowing and seeding on 
frail watershed on the Vermilion allotment. 

RM 2.8. AUMs proposed to be authorized on frail watersheds on the 
following allotments: 

Allotment AUCls 

Mollies Nipple 16 
Trail Canyon 37 
Vermilion 31 

RM 2.9. Suitable acreage proposed on frail watershed on the following 
allotments: 

Allotment Acreaqe 

Flollies Nipple 520 
Trail Canyon 1,090 
Vermilion 1,420 

WL 2.5 Wildlife activity is recommending no control of wildfire on 14 
allotments containing frail soils. Loss of cover followino wildfire 
could increase erosion on these areas set aside for protection from 
surface disturbance. Conflict areas: 



Chris Spring 
Cougar Canyon 
Johnson Canyon 
Johnson Lakes 
John R. Flat 
m~l;-k&NiP,l b 

Red Canyon 
school section 

-5lnk' Wale 
Trail Canyon 
Vermilion 
Mater Canyon 

Acreage 

590 
. l&l 

1,020 

%r 
2,700 

2yg 

6:160 
170 
410 

2,570 
3,640 

660 

45,340 Acris of frail ~051s 

tiL 2.4 confll& with watershed recmndation ta prohibit developments 
-11 watershed areas. Two tricktan are recomnded on frail uater- 
shed fa Mollies Nipple Allotment at T42S., R3U., S3, NE4 and 148, RX, 

.SlZ, ww4. 

wt 3.1. Wildlife mcmmendation to remove livestock from rlparian ared 
~complement watershed recomendation to protect frail watersheds 
which include these rtparlan areas. Erosicm condjtion could be main- 
talned or improved if the tildlife recemmendatibn fs accepted. 

Posftive interaction areas include approximately 4 miles of stream 
channel In the Water Canyon Altotmnt, and about 3.5 tiles In the Upper 
Hog Al lotmerit. 

1 3.3 Lands 1s recormending utility and transportation mMdar on frail 
watershed fn the. following allotmantr; 

Allotment, Acreage 

Johnson Ranch 
Johnson Canjon 

L 3.4 Lands is recommending utfl-iv and transportation corridor On frail 
watershed in the following allotments; 

Sink Hole 170 
Mollies Nipple li0 

R. 2.1 Recreation recmends a new trail across about 2 miles of frail 
watershed in Farm and Art Canyon Allotments for Wchaeolog~cal Sight- 
seeing. 



R 3.1 Positive interaction of frail watershed near proposed &ana's 
T)rtone Research N&rat Arre (Cat-met Junction Allotment). Recreation 
r@emnendatfon wculd preserve watershed condftfon. 

Proposed Water Canyon, Souttr Fork Canyon Natural Area would R 3.1. 
serve to 
Allobnent . P 

rot&t about 1,200 acres of frat 1 watershed (Water Canyon 

R 4.1. l'hrs recommdation would conflict with the W 1.1 recomndatlon 
~~~~d0RV use to axWing roads and trai?s on 76,191 acres of frail 

ORV use would be mpeclally detrimental to these highly 
erwsive s;fTs and wou?d accelera$e erosion. 

VR 1.2 Remmended thinning of trce~ Slong Intrusion #6 would be done on 
zs of frail watershrd. 
(Camel Junction). 

Possible slight negative impel to scils 

In IO allotments and two YL 2.2 Wfldllfe is recommeading rest of fora I 
pastures containing frail solls recommended ! or exclusion of llvcstock 
by Watershed. If accepted, the WIldlIfe momendatfon would be of some 
benefit to watershed by insuring 2 yearn of rest from livestock USC on 
the following acreage of frail soils: 

Allotment 

Art Canyon 
Brown Canyon 
Faral Canyon 
John R. Flat 
Johnson Canyon 
Johnson Lakes 
Hollies Mpplr 

(Nipple Pastuure) 
Red Canyon 
Sink Hale 
Trail Canyon 
Venn~lion 

(Nephi PasturebeAL 

Acreas 

X8 
*310 

2,700 
2,490 

700 
2,050 

6,163 
410 

2,570 
3.560 

44,850 Awes of frail soils 

'Alternative 1. One alternative to the recommendation would be to allow 
f 11 use and development of frsll watershw areas to include allocating 
J&s to livestock, unrestricted ORV use, mineral deveTopment, and 111 
proposed livestock, wildlife, and recreatfon developments. 

Impact fdentfflcatlon.. This,alternativc would allow for full or com- 
plete development of other resources at the expense of frafl watershed 
pro tcct ion. All resource impacts on the recommendation which ware 
previousty identifted would continue to exist if this alternatlve were 
accepted. 



Alternative 2. Implement th8 following management OR 76,191 acres of 
mghly erodl%le, frofl soils in tha planning to minimize soil loss and 
sslfnlty of water runoff: 

1, 
ide;tifled 

Limit ORV use tu awfstlng roads and trails on 8,000 acres 
as mast crfticat and susc%ptlble! to @IV damage (see Overlay 

. 

2. For locatable and saleable mineral operatfonr located on fratl 
watershed, Cncorporate salfnfty and erosfon contro? stiputations fnto 
the mining plans. 

3, Do nat allow any mcchanfcal land treatments in these ateas 
with frail watershed. 

liveskck, recreatton, wildlife and. realty putposes which (Ire done on, 
Incorporate erosion control measures fnta any developments for 

frail watershed areas. 

5, Continue to control wildfires on 45,340 acres of frail watershed: 

6. Elfmfnate proposed water trough on frail watershed in the 
Yermilion allotment. 

Impact Idsntfflcatlon. Yfth the rrxceptians of not allonlng land traat- 
merits on frail watershed areas and lfmltfng OW use to rxfstfng roads 
and trails on the most critical watershed areas, all other resource 
impacts an the wcamnendatlon will be mitigated but ~$11 ccntfnue to 
exist to some degree, 

Allowfog mechanfcal land treat- 
1) would cuuse accelerated erosion 

which may not be overcoRle in the long kerm, Proposed land treatments 00 
trafl watersheds should not be allowed. 

AllocatIng AM on frail watershed areas (RM 1.2, 2.8, 1.3, 2.9) does 
not indicate the anwunt of lfvcstock use that will take place. fhe 
areas where thr praposrd allocation of AWls conflicts wfth frafl water- 
shed are areas where past utflfzatlen absawatlans indicite very little 
1 ivestock WC. These areas am marginal as far as btfng called erftfcal 
watershed, they are just barely Into the numedcal range which Indlcatss 
critkal watershed ccndition. These areas could just as easily have 
fa?lsn fnto a hfgh moderate erosion class rather than a low critical 
class. Aeducfng livestock numbers In allo?aMts contalnlng Wall 
watershed areas to the carryfng ca acity of the range and implementing 
intensive management will, in itse 4. P tend to f-rove frafl watershed 
areas. 

The impacts on the rec6minendatfon from lfvcstack improvements (RM-2.h) 
wfll be mftlgated as follows: the water trough In the VermSlfon would 



cause a concentratfon of cattle on frail watershed and should be elimin- 
ated. The water tank fn the Johnsorr Canyon Allotmert,could be extended 
k;o;d the frail watershed which would cssentlally elimrnate this cbn- 

. Fences on frail watershed will be hand constructed. 

The minerals recummdatlons to sel? sand, gravel, and petrified wood In 
frail watershed areas (H-1.2, 1.1) conflicts with the recomendatfani 
Withcrut knowlng ff, when, and whore such sales s#y take plnce, It Is 
impossible to analyze the degree of impact, If arrd when such sales are 
requested, rpproprYatc stipulatfons wifl be made part of the authoriza- 
tion which uili mttigate the adverse impacts associated with frail 

, 

watershed. in the event that softable stipulstions rre not feasible, 
Q&request to acqudre petrIfled wood or other,matetial will be turned 

. 

If U11s frail watershed area (I.-l.lb) is put Into private ownership, 
tken thr responsibility to protect the condftion of the watershed no 
longer rests with BL?4 (see rnalysfs and MultIpIe Use Recommendation for 
l-i.lb). 

There is presently only one existing nppl4catlon for utilities to be 
constructed along these proposed corrldon (L-3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3,$). 
If and when BLM receives other applications to construct utilities, 
these proposed corridors s,hould be wallrated in an environmental analysis 
report along wStk other al twnarlves. ff future utflfty routes traverse 
frail watershed areas, appropriate mitfgating stlpulatfons will be made 
part of the authorfratlon. An ES is currMtly King prepsred to evaluate 
the coal slurry line proposed in L-3.2 and L-3.3, 

The potential damage to frail watershed areas from not controllfng 
wildfires outwetghs the potentia? bcneffts (M-2.5). All, wildfires on 
these fragile soil areas will be controlled. 

The &I tricklers proposed for wildlife are located in a u&h area which 
is just barely fn the critical watershed range ( WL-2.4). The overall 
benefits to the vegetative mource through impravEd.dfsCrfbution of 
w~idlife’ou~~fgh any adverse effects to frail soils. 

The traf1 for recreat$onal purposes 1s recommended to cross about 2 
nriles of Art and Fam Canyon Allotments could be constructed in such a 
way so as to greatly mlninize any adverse effects to the frail watershed. 

ORV USC? Is wtwmly detrislentnl to these highly erosive soils (R-4.1). 
Vehicle use in these areas will be limited to existing roads and trafls 
in those areas that are determined to be most susceptfb!e to damage by 
continued ORV use. 

The tree thinning project recomnended to be done on 5 acres of frail 
natarshed may damage thc.watershed resource. This thinning project 



could be tM8 !fl SUCK a way SO as to have a negligible effect on the 
watershed. 

Alternatives. 
and the various 

A comparison of the Impacts between the rescmuuendation 
alternattves are given below. 

hxwendation Alternatfve L Alternatfve 2, 

Dcgm to which conflicts 
wfth other resources are 
resolvid ' 
&agree to which objective of 
recomendetlan is II& 
Economic impact to pub1 fc 
land users 

None 

Completely 

None 
Short ten 
exclusion of 
other activ- 
Wes. Long 
term benefit 
to watershod. 

Irreversible impacts None 

&pact on lnstltut$onal None 
value5 

All PWt 

ffone Part 

NOtW 

None - 

Short tm 
benefit to 
other activ- 
ltfer. Long 
term doter- 
iorrtion of 
watershed 
cortdition. 

None 

None 

NON! 
'All resource 
activities 
will benefit 
in both short 
and Iong term. 

?iO”e 
None 

fagan 
sept 1978 

yultiple Use Recosnsendatfon. Accept AlternatIve 2. 

JfillSWl Decision. _ Accept rmltiple use recomendatlon. 
Jan 1981 



. Venni‘lion 
hctlviw 

MANACCMENTCftWWQRKPUN 
Watershed 

RkCOMMeNOA~rOrJ-ANALYUS-O&CISION 
Ovcrlr~ Rof8r.s=* 

_._ .- 

Winslow gecomme dat 
July, 19~~mpltmt~ting the following intensive grazing management on 46,674 acres 

ion W-1.2. hwease watarshed cover and reduce soil loss by 

of heavily utilized vegetation (table 1 and Overlpv 2): 

periodl'of two full growing seasuns (April, 1 through July, 15). 
climfnate tfvestack grazing on these areas for an fnitial 

. 

2. 
of the key 

FollonIng the fnitfal rest, permit only moderate utilization 
species in these areas. Establish moderate utilization at 50 

percent for all swdtng~. 

%PP 
Research evidence has shown that hewy grazing, through 

r uct on of cover and trampling, generally increases runoff and erosfon 
fra rangelands. Light and mderate grazjng (removal of 35 to 50 per- 
cent of Zhe cu+nnt year's grmth of forage plants} appears to provide 
nearly as mrch protection of soils as nongrazing, 

Range utilization inventory data collected in the planning un?t In 1977 
identlfIed 74,048 acres of haavfly and seversly utflfred vegetation, On 

. 46,614 of these acres, erosion conditfon could be improved by incmasfng 
cwer and by dccreaslng canpactfon and disturbance of soil by lIvestock 
trampffng. Criteria used to identify ireas that could be improved vrere, 
a rmtershad cover loss thnn 60 percent and u Soil Surface Factor of 30 
to 10. 

Reductfon in soil loss achieved at these sftes wll? probably range from 
5 to 30 Percent and will strongly depend on the potential of the soil 
and vegetation to regain watershed cover following rest. 

suJpr&. Rangt. 

Identification of fmpacts 
July, 
1978 RM-1.1, Three grazing systsrns presently Implemented call for use of the 

mng (eves and AUMs of heavily and severely utilfzed vegetation 
rather than rest for two growfng seasons: 

Al 1 atmen t 

Mallfes Nipple 
Vcrmil ian 
Ye1 tow Jacket 

Acres &I& 

20,580 1,659 
1,410 119 
1,275 52 

23,265 1,830 



RM-1.2. This recommendation proposes to authorize use (rather than two 
growing seasons of rest) of the following AUMs of heavily and severely 
utilized vegetation recommended for rest by Watershed: 

Allotment Acres AUMs 

Mollies Nipple 1,659 
Vermilion 119 
Ye1 low Jacket 52 

1,830 

RFI-1.3. This recommendation proposes to authorize use (rather than two 
growing seasons of rest) on the following acres of heavily and severely 
utilized vegetation: 

Mollies Nipple 20,580 
Vermilion 1,410 
Yellow Jacket 1,275 

23,265 

RM-2.2. Six rest-rotation grazing systems would conflict with the 
watershed recommendation for moderate use on presently heavily utilized 
vegetation. The following allotments would be affected: 

Grazinq System Allotment 

1 Five-Mile Mountain 
2 Johnson Canyon 

i 
Johnson Lake, Glasseye, Flood Canyon 
Red Knoll, Sethy's Canyon, Clay Flat 

5 Mollies Nipple 
6 Vermilion 

Grazed pastures would receive greater than moderate use. 

RM-2.3. Resting 40 allotments agrees with the Watershed recommendation 
to immediately rest heavily utilized vegetation and will rest 21 of the 
allotments recommended for rest in W-l.2 

RM-4.1. Range recommends land treatments on areas of heavily utilized 
vegetation that Watershed has recommended for rest. Land treatment may 
not necessarily improve erosion condition on these areas as would rest 
and intensive livestock management. Conflict areas: 



Allotment 

Mollies Nipple 

Acres 

2,430 
Neaf 520 
Chris Spring 650 
Pine Springs 940 
Kane Springs 660 

L-l.la. This recommendation 
R&PP of area recommended for 
(Gravel Pit Allotment). 

would dispose of about 150 acres through 
intensive grazing management by Watershed 

L-1.2b. Lands is recommending disposal of 40 acres that Watershed has 
recommended for intensive grazing management in the Dry Lake Allotment. 

VR-1.3. Increasing the percent composition of grass on suitable areas 
within allotments listed in VR-1.3 will complement the goal of reducing 
erosion on heavily utilized areas in W-1.2. The increased herbaceous 
cover would be beneficial from a hydrologic standpoint. 

The recommendation to remove cattle from 2.5 miles of riparian vegeta- 
tion (120 acres) in Hell's Bellow Allotment will positively impact the 
Watershed recommendation to reduce erosion through intensive livestock 
management along this drainage. 

R-4.1. The recommendation to open the entire planning unit to ORVs 
would interfere with the recommendation to improve cover and reduce soil 
loss on the presently heavily utilized areas (28 allotments, 46,614 
acres). 

WL-2.2. Wildlife recommendation proposes rest of vegetation in 13 
allotments and three pastures containing heavily utilized vegetation 
recommended for rest by Watershed. These heavily utilized areas would 
improve in cover and erosion condition if the Wildlife recommendation 
were accepted: 

Allotment Acres 

Buck Pasture 210 
Chris Spring 1,420 
Dry Lake 1,020 
Harris Flat 2,300 
Johnson Canyon 2,910 
Johnson Lake 480 
Kane Springs 1,460 
Mollies Nipple 3,790 
Red Canyon 2,940 
Red Knoll 1,230 



Sethy's Canyon 780 
Sink Hole 410 
Trail Canyon 680 
Vermilion 270 
Willow Spring 330 
Yellow Jacket 70 

TOTAL 20,300 Acres positively impacted 

WL-2.3. Wildlife is recommending sagebrush eradication on 1,110 acres 
in the Kane Spring Allotment and oinvon-juniper eradication on 680 

i 
I I 

in the Harris' Flat Allotment, whereas Wa‘tetshed recommends cover 
ment through livestock management on these areas. 

acres 
mprove- 

WL-2.4. This Wildlife recommendation proposes one reservoir deve 
for wildlife in presently heavily utilized vegetation recommended 

1 opment 
for 

rest and moderate use by Watershed. The concentration of wildlife 
around this reservoir may perpetuate heavy use of the vegetation nearby 
and maintain erosion. Location of reservoir: T43S, RZW, Sec. 17, NE4. 

Alternative 1. Do not rest any allotments, but rather implement inten- 
sive grazing management systems immediately. 

Identification of Impacts. Implementing this alternative would not meet 
any of the resource objectives of the recommendation. It would, however, 
eliminate some of the resource conflicts with the recommendation. These 
are discussed in detail in the analysis of impacts section. 

Alternative 2. On the nine rest-rotation systems, only allow livestock 
use to the extent of the carrying capacity of the pastures in the system 
that will be actually grazed for the first year only. After the first 
year of the rotation cycle, increase the carrying capacity to equal the 
sum of the pastures within an allotment. On those allotments that will 
not be in a rotation system but the season of use will be changed to 
after seed ripe, do not allow any livestock grazing during the spring 
growing season prior to changing the season of use (see Alternative 2 
for RM-2.3 and Alternative 1 for RM-1.1). Existing AMPS will continue 
to be followed until they are revised in the long term. 

Impact Identification. The resource objective of the recommendation 
will be partially met. The conflicts of the recommendation will also be 
partially resolved. These conflicts and the extent to which they are 
resolved are discussed in detail under the impact analysis section 
below. 

Fagan 
Analysis of Impacts. Range, wildlife, and VRM all conflict with the 

Sept., 
recommendation either positively or negatively. VRM and wildlife 

1978 



recommendations VR-1.3 and WL-2.2 complement the recommendation by 
calling for an increase in vegetative cover by resting the vegetation 
for 2 years. 

Wildlife (WL-2.3) and Range (RM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 4.1) conflict with 
the recommendation by allowing livestock use in these areas prior to a 
long rest period or by recommending an increase in vegetative cover by 
mechanical manipulation rather than through long periods of rest. 

Adjusting the carrying capacity of these allotments to the carrying 
capacity of the range together with implementing intensive grazing 
management through properly designed systems which incorporate periods 
of rest will, in itself, greatly enhance and improve the erosion condi- 
tion of these areas. Experience has shown that if properly managed by 
grazing systems, vegetation will improve at higher rates of utilization 
than 50 percent (except Cottonwood Management Area and Clark Bench). 

Land treatments through range seeding should be considered a benefit to 
watershed because it is a much faster means of increasing vegetative 
cover and improving watershed condition than through resting the vegeta- 
tion alone. 

Lands (L-l.la, 1.2b) conflicts with the recommendation by proposing to 
transfer tracts of land into private ownership. If these parcels were 
transferred into private ownership, they would no longer be a concern to 
us as public land managers. R 

Range recommendation RM-1.1 calls for winter use only which supports 
this recommendation. 

Analysis of Alternatives. Alternative 1 would have the greatest impact 
on other resources. Alternative 1 wou Id also have the least economic 
impact to the ranching industry. 

The recommendation would do the most toward meeting the watershed objec- 
tive. It would, however, be the most detrimental to the ranching indus- 
try by being a severe economic hardship. 

Alternative 2 would partially meet the resource objectives of the recom- 
mendation. It would also eliminate or mitigate most of the conflicts 
with other resources while being less of an economic hardship to ranch- 
ers than is the recommendation. 

The impacts associated with the recommendation and the two alternatives 
are summarized in a comparison chart below. 



Recommendation Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Extent to which objective 
of recommendation is met 

Extent to which conflicts 
with other resources are 
resolved 

Extent of economic loss to 
livestock industry 

Unavoidable adverse impacts 

Short term vs. long term 

Impact on institutional 
values 

High None Medium 

None Most Some 

High. Direct 
income loss 
to ranchers 
would be sub- 
stantial. 

Economic 
impact to 
ranchers. 

Short term 
economic loss 
to ranchers 
may not be 
made up in 
the long 
Long term 
benefit to 
vegetation. 

None 

Low. No Could be some 
direct income economic impact 
loss from to ranchers. 
loss of AUMs 
under this 
recommendation. 

Adverse Economic impact 
impact to to ranchers. 
vegetation. Minor adverse 

impact to 
vegetation. 

Short term Both the short 
benefit to term impacts to 
ranchers. ranchers and 
Long term vegetative re- 
adverse source can prob- 
on vegetation. ably be made up 

the long term. 

None None 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. The rest rotation grazing system will be stocked at the 
Jan 1981 capacity of the allotment instead of the grazed pasture for the first 

year of the rotation cycle. For allotments that are to be grazed after 
seed ripe, no grazing will be allowed in the spring of the year of 
implementation. 

Rationale. This modification is in accordance with a change in Bureau 
policy. See Washington Office Instruction Memorandum No. 80-178. 



UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I.\lFPI 

WaW 
Activity 

. . l/l-n 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Steo 3 

Winslow Recommendation W-1.3. Reduce soil loss on 7,840 acres by removing the - 

July, sagebrush, pinyon and juniper trees by mechanical means followed by 
1978 reseeding with grasses or forbs (table 1). Remove sagebrush by spraying ?1 

or burning, and pinyon and juniper trees by cutting. 
methods or by rangeland drill (overlay 2). 

Seed by broadcast 

Rationale. The areas recommended for vegetative conversion are those 
which cannot be improved significantly through management alone but have 
site conditions suitable for treatment and establishment of a more 
protective herbaceous cover. Reductions in erosion will result from an 
overall increase in watershed cover and, to some extent, from improved 
infiltration-inducing characteristics associated with the new stand of 
grasses and forbs. Reduction in soil loss will probably range from 20 
to 50 percent. 

Present watershed cover (litter and live vegetation) on the recommended 
sites is less than 50 percent. The present Soil Surface Factors range 
from 36 to 50 with most soils in the 40s. The goal of conversion will 
be to decrease erosion loss by increasing cover to at least 65 percent. 

Spraying or burning are the most hydrologically favorable methods of 
sagebrush eradication. Plowing or railing are not suitable alternatives 
from a watershed standpoint because of the associated soil disturbance. 
Similarly, cutting the pinyon and juniper trees, rather than chaining, 
will minimize initial soil disturbance and is more likely to guarantee 
improvement in erosion condition. 

Support. Operations. 

Team Impact Identification 

July, 
1978 RM-2.6 . 1,400 acres recommended for sagebrush conversion in Five- 

Mile Mountain is both a range and watershed recommendation, and would 
improve erosion. 

RM-2.6 . 350 acres recommended for pinyon-juniper chaining (range) 
falls within a recommended pinyon-juniper cutting area (watershed). 
Conflict comes from the chaining treatment. 

RM-4.1. Range and Watershed are recommending land treatments on the 
same areas in allotments. However, the method of treatment proposed by 
range is less conducive to improving erosion condition, which is the 
goal of the watershed treatments. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed xr6 
- --- 
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M-1.1. Removal of sand and gravel on areas recommended for land treat- 
ment. Possible conflict with expected results of land treatment because 
of increased erosion from excavation. 

Allotment Acres 

Mollies Nipple 210 
Vermilion 320 

R-4.1. There would be a conflict with the proposal to reduce soil loss 
through land treatment if ORV use is allowed in these areas: 

Five-Mile Mountain 1,400 
Flood Canyon 670 
John R. Flat 650 
Mollies Nipple 2,160 
Seaman 750 
Vermilion 1,640 
White Sage 570 

VR-1.1. Possible restriction on design and location of: 

1. Pinyon-juniper cutting area, White Sage Allotment (570) 

32: 
Channel treatment, Willis Canyon Allotment (0.5-mile) 
Channel treatment, Water Canyon Allotment (0.5-mile) 

4. Channel treatment, Clay Flat and Yellowjacket (3.5 miles) 

Alternatives= All of the conflicts with the recommendation can be 
eliminated or mitigated substantially as discussed in the impact anal- 
ysis section below. Therefore, no alternative proposals are considered 
necessary as a means of reaching a multiple use recommendation. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. Range recommends areas of mechanical land treat- 

Sept., ment that conflict with watershed (RM-2.6, 4.1). The conflict with 

1978 Watershed exists because each proposes a different method of land treat- 
ment with the ultimate goal of both being to improve both range and 
watershed condition through increased vegetative cover. The increase in 
soil erosion regardless of method of land treatment will be in the short 
term with the long term results being improved vegetative cover. 

Minerals has recommended potential gravel sale sites which may conflict 
with proposed land treatments. Because the future demand for gravel 
sales is impossible to predict, this potential conflict cannot be re- 
solved at this time. The potential for gravel sales in these areas, 
however, will not preclude performing these land treatments at this 
time. 

Off-road vehicle use would conflict with this recommendation if allowed 
on the proposed seedings. All ORV use areas will be studied on an 
individual basis and areas such as seedings where the resource damage 



outweighs the recreational benefit will be closed to ORV use (R-4.1), at 
least until the seedings are fully established. 

Prior to initiating any of these land treatments, a detailed environ- 
mental report will be prepared that will include an analysis of the 
impacts on the proposed VRM classes. In all cases, the proposed land 
treatments will be designed in such a way so as not to require a change 
in the proposed VRM class. However, in some cases, the VRM class itself 
may have to be modified. 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.VFP) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Winslow Recommendation W-1.4. Stabilize streambanks and reduce sediment yield 

July, along 20.4 miles of stream channels by performing intensive water con- 

1978 trol treatments including gully headcut stabilization and check dams 
(table 1 and Overlay 2). Specific locations of necessary structures or 
treatments along these stream channel reaches will be determined follow- 
ing preparation of an activity plan for each area. 

Rationale. The greatest sediment yield in the planning unit originates 
from unstable stream banks and gullies. This recommendation would 
stabilize all stream banks along reaches where intensive treatments 
appear technically feasible. Benefits derived from the recommendation 
would include a reduction in suspended sediment downstream with an 
overall improvement in water quality and a ha1 ting of soil loss of 
rangeland soil along these sections. The actual reduction in sediment 
yield from each stream cannot be stated but the total unitwide reduction 
would probably not exceed 5 percent. 

Support. Operations. 

Tf Impact Identification 

J, 
M-1.1. 19/u - Minerals recommends to sell sand and gravel in or near badly 
eroded stream channels recommended for channel treatments. This could 
interfere with expected results of the treatments and increase erosion 
in channels until rehabilitation occurs. Conflict areas are: 

Allotment Miles of Stream and Stream Channels 

Water Canyon 0.5 (Cottonwood) 
White Sage 1.5 (Seaman) 
Mollies Nipple 0.5 (Kitchen Corral) 

CR-2.1. Stream channel treatments in lower Cottonwood drainage would 
conflict with CR-2.1 until an intensive Class III archaeological inven- 
tory was completed (Water Canyon Allotment). 

R-4.1. Recreation recommends ORV use along all badly eroded stream 
channels recommended for channel stabilization by watershed in the 
following allotments: 

Attach additional sheets. if needed - 
:irruc (,!I ICI CTC<‘I 
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Allotment Stream Channel Miles 

Clay Flat 
Dry Lake 
Mollies Nipple 
Mollies Nipple 
Mollies Nipple 
Oak Springs 
Seaman 
Vermilion 
Vermilion 
Water Canyon 
White Sage 
Willis Canyon 
Yellowjacket 

Monument Knoll 
Johnson Wash 
Clay Hole 
Fin Little 
Kitchen Corral 
Johnson Wash 
Seaman 
Petrified Hollow 
Clay Hole 
Cottonwood Canyon 
Seaman 
Willis Canyon 
Monument Knoll 

1.5 
0.2 
3.5 
1.7 
2.0 
0.4 
1.4 
2.5 
0.5 
1.5 
1.7 
1.5 

Alternatives. All conflicts identified with this recommendation can be 
eliminated or mitigated substantially as discussed in the analysis of 
impacts section below. Therefore, no alternatives are proposed as a 
means of mitigating impacts in order to reach a multiple use recommenda- 
tion. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. If and when requests are received to acquire 
Sept 1978 gravel in the vicinity of these stream channel treatments, they will be 

denied and the applicants referred to other areas where the damage to 
the watershed resource is not as great. This is not considered a sig- 
nificant impact because of the abundance of gravel in other nearby areas 
(M-1.1). 

Each individual channel treatment could be cleared by a professional 
archaeologist in the lower Cottonwood drainage. This approach would 
eliminate the conflict with cultural resources (CR-2.1). 

A detailed inventory of all ORV use areas, including stream channels 
will be made and areas where the resource damage outweighs the recrea- 
tional benefits will be closed to ORV use (R-4.1). 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



UNITED STATES ( Name ! tII:/‘~ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Vermilion 
Acttvlty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed 
Overlav Reference 

Steo 1 Steo 3 

Winslow Recommendation W-1.5. Reduce erosion by closing the road in Hog Canyon 
July 1978 east of where it enters section 10, T43S, R6W. Close the road by con- 

structing a fence and locked gate, allowing only passage of emergency 
vehicular traffic. Designate Hog Canyon as closed to ORVs. 

Rationale. The Hog Canyon road is badly eroded at the upper end before 
it dead ends. Erosion is particularly critical where the road crosses 
side drainages and is nearly impassable by four-wheel drive vehicles at 
a few locations. ORVs are causing obvious damage to vegetation and 
soils at some locations off the main road. Drainages are headcutting 
and the road will have to be continually relocated to be useable. 

A locked gate would eliminate all but emergency vehicular traffic, such 
as for fire control. Cattle would be handled other than by motorized 
vehicle beyond the gate. 

Support. Range, Operations. 

Fao?- Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation as written. 
SC 378 This recommendation is complementary to the Multiple Use Recommendation 

in R-4.1. 

Jensen Decision. 
Jan 1981 

Reject the multiple use recommendation. Leave the road 
described in Hot Canyon open to vehicular traffic. 

Rationale. The road in question leads to a TV repeater site that serves 
Kanab. The physical nature of the canyon is such that vehicles are 
restricted to the road. The primary use of the road is to service the 
TV repeater. There is no other substantial vehicular use of the road, 
so there is no problem to watershed conditions. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. If need4 23’ 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name CA1FPJ 
* . 

Vwrmlian 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

Winslow, Objective. W-2 
Swain, 
Fagan, Maintain and improve water quality in the planning unit. Meet State and 
Jensen, Federal standards for onsite and offsite uses when and where established. 
July, 1978 

Rationale 

This objective follows BLM watershed program objective 1603.12 E.3.b. 

As stated in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, the Secretary 
of Interior must comply with applicable State and Federal water pollution 
standards or implementation plans. 

Utah state water quality standards for waters on public lands have not 
been formally established. However, the draft standards indicate that 
the quality of perennial streams on the planning unit will have to be, 
at least, maintained. 

The local section 208 planning agency did not identify any point sources 
of pollution on public land in the planning unit but requested that BLM 
establish "Best Management Practices" to maintain or improve water 
quality on public lands in the Five County area. 

232 -- _-..----_- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.UFP) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Winslow Recommendation W-2.1. Provide for the improvement and protection of 

July, water quality of the culinary water supply for Fredonia, Arizona, by 

1978 eliminating livestock grazing and ORV use above the legally approved 
water collection points for the city in Cottonwood and South Fork Can- 
yons (Overlay 1). Accomplish this by fencing across the drainages above 
and below the collection points. 

Rationale. Elimination of livestock grazing and ORV use will help to 
insure that this domestic water source is kept at the highest possible 
quality. Surface runoff, which is collected for use at some locations, 
would be protected from bacterial and chemical contamination. In addi- 
tion, the collection system would be protected from direct physical 
damage by livestock and vehicles. 

Fredonia is presently having water quality problems associated with the 
collection system which are evidently related to livestock. The city 
council requested in March, 1977, that livestock grazing be prohibited 
and, if possible, the entire Cottonwood Canyon and its tributaries, 
Water Canyon, Indian Canyon, and South Fork Canyon, be set aside as a 
municipal watershed. However, the legal right-of-way for water with- 
drawal is for only Upper Cottonwood and South Fork Canyons and the 
recommendation is confined to only these areas. 

Support. Range, Operations. 

Team Impact Identification 

July, 
1978 RM-1.2 Conflict. Range recommendation proposes interim use of 7 AUMs in 

the area of Water Canyon recommended to be closed by Watershed. This 
would interfere with Watershed objective to improve water quality. 

RM-1.3 Conflict. Range recommendation proposes interim use of 200 acres 
in the area of Water Canyon recommended to be closed by Watershed. 
Would interfere with watershed objective to improve water quality. 

RM-2.8 Conflict. Range recommendation proposes long term use of 7 AUMs 
in the area of Water Canyon recommended to be closed by Watershed. 

RM-2.9 Conflict. Range recommendation proposes long term use of 200 
acres in the area of Water Canyon recommended to be closed by Watershed. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. II needed 2.33 
- - 
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R-4.1. Unitwide ORV use (R-4.1) would conflict with recommendation to 
close the upper Cottonwood watershed (W-2.1). 

WL-2.5. Conflict with recommendation to protect water quality of Fre- 
donia water system. W-2.1 recommends to close 870 acres of watershed to 
protect water quality; WL-2.5 recommends to allow wildfires to burn, a 
possible adverse impact to water quality. 

WL-3.1+. This recommendation would benefit the recommendation for water 
quality protection and enhancement of the Fredonia water supply by 
excluding livestock from about 2.5 miles of riparian area above the 
authorized water collection points for the city (Water Canyon Allotment). 

L-2.2 supports the recommendation by providing use of the water W-2.1 
seeks to improve and protect. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. Range recommendations RM-1.2, 1.3, 2.8, and 2.9 
Sept 1978 conflict with this recommendation by proposing to authorize livestock 

use in this area to the extent of 7 AUMs on 200 acres. The benefits of 
improved water quality far outweigh any benefits from allowing 7 AUMs of 
livestock use in this area. A detailed analysis was made as part of the 
multiple use recommendation for RM-1.2 and will not be repeated here. 

The benefits gained by increasing water quality far outweigh any recrea- 
tional benefits to ORV users. This portion of the Cottonwood watershed 
should be closed to ORV use (see analysis for R-4.1). 

The risk from letting wildfires burn in this area are too great when 
compared to the adverse impacts of decreased water quality. Wildfires 
will not be allowed to burn uncontrolled in this area (see analysis for 
WL-2.5). 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. Provide for 
Sept 1978 access in the Canyon for maintenance vehicles to maintain the water 

pipelines. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



Reconmended Areas for Management or TreatI* '+ to Reduce or Prevent Erosion 

Al lotment Number 
and ilame ---- 

s-1.1 s-1.2 s-1.3 s-1.4 s-1.5 
Eliminate Livestock Livestock Vegetation Intensive Stream Road 

and ON Use F!anagcment Csnversionb Channel Treatnentsb Closure 
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Stream and Miles) (Miles1 

4033 Art Canyon 
4004 Boot 
4011 Brown Canyon 
4913 Buck Pasture 
4021 Carmel Junction 
4022 Chris Spring 
4028 Cougar Canyon 
4023 Clay Flat 
4145 Driveway 
4033 Or-y Lake 
4035 fight Nile Gap 
4340 Farm Canyon 
4041 First Point 
3042 Fishtail 
4543 Five Nile Flountain 
4344 Flood Canyon 
4016 F.A.R. 
4C55 Granary Ranch 
4057 Gravel Pit 
4C58 Harris Flat 
4060 Well's Bellows 
4063 Jonn R. Flat 
4?21 Johnion Canyon 
4064 Johnson Lake 
4068 Kane Springs 
4071 Locke Ridge 
4074 Lower Hog 
4083 Elollies Nipple 

4086 Eieaf 
4088 Oak Springs 
4085 Old Fort 
4093 Pine Springs 
4036 Rdd Canyon 
4140 RGed Knoll 
4105 School Section 
4106 Seaman 
4107 seeps 
4109 Sethy's Canyon 
4111 Sink Hole 
4118 Ssnnyside 
4120 Swallow Park 
4123 Thompson Point 
4125 Trail Canyon 
4128 Upper Hog 
4130 Vermilion 

4132 Water Canyon 
4134 White Sage 
4143 Willis Cariyon 
4135 Willow Spring 
4137 Yellowjacket 

TOTALS 

4,300 
1,670 
1,540 

590 
290 

1,016 

310 
720 

2,680 

20 

2,700 
2,490 

700 

1,330 

28,200a 

2,090 

6,160 
170 

410 

1.7z 
775 

2,573 
2,630 
8,610' 

2,370 

76,191 

210 

1.420 

300 
1,021 

449 

200 

400 

191 
2,300 

505 

2,910 
480 

1,460 

20,550 (3) 2,160 

90a 
60 

1.490 
2,g40 
1.230 

40 

950 
780 
410 

(1) Monument Knoll, 1.5 

(1) Johnson Wash, 0.2 

(4) 650 

1) Clay Hole, .3..5 

(1) Johnson Wash, 0.4 

(2) 750 (2) Seaman, 1.4 

46,614 7,840 20.4 1.5 
-- -- 
a Soils included in this acreage should be treated as highest priority management need because of potentially 

high salinity production. 
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NFP Int ion 
hctlvit:, V.?,crxhcd 

d 

Would Accept Ing 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Rccon?.cnd,arion 
or Positive to Xodify Elixfnnte ~11 

Recomoendntion W:hout or Part of Your 
Rrco-.mendation Number Sunbcr Uhat is the Conflict or Positive Intcractton and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

K 1.1 -Rx 1.2 

u 1.1 

u 1.1 

w 1.1 

u 1.1 

w 1.1 

-PJl 1.3 

-P.H 2.5 

-RH 2.6 

-RN 2.8 

-RM 2.9 

NO 

No 

Part 

Elininates part 
of rzcomaendation 
for those allot- 
mcncs Ifsted. 

AUHs proposed on frail soils In three allotnen:s in contradictton to Ustcrshed’e 
proposal to prohibit use. This could create nddltional erosion. Areas of 
interaction: 

No Part 

Hollies Nipple 16 hl:!ls 
Tra : 1 Cmyon 37 AU’IS 
Vermlllon 31 AU!ls 

Suitable acrcnge authorized on frail watershed in Rnngc recommendation could create 
additional erosion on these sftrs, Areas of interaction arc: 

Hollies Ntpple 520 Acres 
Trnt 1 Conyon 1.090 Acres 
Vermilion 1,&20 Acres 

Livestock dcvclopnents proposed on frail vnterahed in four allotncnta. Construction 
and congregation of cattle vould disturb soils and accelerate croslon. 

1) IZatcr trough on Ventlion. 
2) Uatcr trough on Johnson Canyon. 

3) Fence tn Art Canyon Allotn.cnt (l/3 mile). 
4) Fence In .Johnson 1.~2~ ,\llotmcnt (l/3 mile). 

Approximatc!y 60 acres recommended for plowing and seeding on Frail Uatcrshed on 
the Vermilion Allotment. 

AL& proposed to bc authorized on frail wntershcda on following nllotments: 

Plollies Nipple 16 hll!ls 
Trnil Canyon 37 A31s 
Vernilfon 3 1 ACXS 

Sottable acreage proposed on frail vatershed on the following allotments: 

!4ollies Nipple 520 Acres 
Trail Canyon 1,090 Acres 
Vermilion 1,420 Acres 

No 

NO 

Part 

Part 



1:ins low 
July, 1978 

!lFf’ In ton 
Activity -r&cd 

r’ 

Nould Accepting 

Confltcting 
Confltcttny - 

or Positive 
Possible Reco-~xndat ion 

Recommendation 
to Xodify EIi!ninatc ~11 

Reconnendatlon Number Number Xhat is thr. Conflict or Poslt!vr Interaction and llov tluch? 
Without or Part 01 Your 

Compromise RrcoTwndnt ton 

w 1.1 Rx 4.1- 

u 1.1 H 1.2- 

Range is recommending a ploulng and seeding on 400 acres of frail Watershed In 
Mollirs :I%pple allotment. Trcntmcnt would create tcmpornry nccelernted erosion and 
could result in long term dnzage to the soils. 

No Part: ir uould 
eliminate pro- 
tectlon of GO0 
acres of frail 
watershed. 

Xtfnerals recommendntion’to sell petrified vood on frail watershed would create eurface 
disturbance over a possible 250 acres. The areas of interaction are: 

No 

w 1.1 

u 1.1 L l.lb- 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

H 1.1- 

hllotwnts 

Hollies Nipple 
Vermflton 

Minerals recommends 
closure to snlcahlc 
creased erosion on: 

Allotments 

Hollies Nipple 

hcrr2p2 

3,340 
1,550 

to sell sand and gravel from frail watershed arcs recommended for 
mlncral materials. Sand and gravel’cxcavation could result in in- 

Acreage 

240 Acres 

Lands rccomnends disposal of about 70 acres of frail vatershed which watershed Is trying to 
protect fn rcconscndation U 1.1 (Cannel Junction Allotment) 

L 2.2* Lands recommends rsmoval of unauthorized water developments which are on frail watershed 
rccorr.mended for protection by Watershed. (Water Canyon Allotnent). 

L 3.1- Lands recommends utility and trnnsporration corridors on frail watershed in follovlng 
allotments: 

No 

Cnrmel Jet. 110 acres 
~ollics Nipple 400 acres 
Trail Canyon 230 acres 
Vermilion 730 acres 

Total I.470 acres 

L 3.2- Land is recommending utility and transporation corridor on frail watershed in the folloving 
allotnents: 

No 

Red Canyon 20 Acres 
John R. Flat 370 Acres 

. 

Part - Woola 
elininnte 390 
acres cf total 
76,191 acres of 
f rnf 1 warers!icd 
identified for 
protection. 

Part - on the 
acreage listed 
at left. 

No 240 acres of the 
frail watershed 
area would be 
affected. 

No Part - Loss of 
protection on 
70 ncrcs out of 
76.191 acres is 
idcntlfled for 
protection. 

Part - Gould 
eliminate pro- 
tectlon of 
1.470 acres of 
the 76,191 acres 
of frail vatcr- 
shed. 

,,/ ,,,, 



MFP .t1on 
Activity -iershed 

Would Accepting 

Conf 1 ic t ing 
Conflicting 

Possible Recommendat ion 
or Positive El Lminate All 

Recommendation 
to Modify 

Without or Part of Your 
ecomnenda t ion Nunbcr Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendat ion 

w 1.1 L 3.3- 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

w 1.1 

L 3.4- 

R 2.1- 

R 3.1+ 

R 3.2+ 

R 4.1- 

VR1.2- 

wL2.2+ 

Lands is recommending utility and transportation corridor on frail watershed fn the 
following allotments: 

NO 

Johnson Ranch 170 Acres 
Johnson Canyon 350 Acres 

Lands is recommending utility and transporation corridor on frail watershed in the 
following allotments: 

Sink Hole 170 Acres 
Mollies nipple 110 Acres 

Recreation recommends a new trail across about 2 miles of frail watershed in Farm 
and Art Canyon allotments for archeological sightseeing. 

Posltive InteractIon of frail watershed near proposed Diana’s Throne research natural 
area (Cannel Junction Allotment). Recreation recommendation would preserve watershed 
condition. 

Proposed Water Canyon, South Fork Canyon Natural area would serve to protect about 1200 acres 
of frail watershed. (Water Canyon allotment). 

This recommendation would conflict with the 131.1 recommendation to limit ORV use to 
existing roads and trails on all 72,621 acrens of frail watershed. ORV use would 
be espccinlly detrlmentnl to these highly erosive soils and would accelerate erosion. 

Rccon;nended thinning of trees along Intrusion 06 would be done on 5 acres of frail 
watershed. Possible slight negative impact to soil. (Camel Junction). 
Wildlife is reconmendlng rest of forage in 10 allotments and 2 pastures containing frail 
soils recommended for exclusion of livestock by Watershed. If accepted, the wildlife re- 
commendation would be of some benefit to watershed by insuring 2 years of rest from livestock 
on the following acreage of frail soils. 

Allotments Acreage 

Art Canynn 4360 
Rrorm Canyon 1540 
Farm Canyon 310 
John R. Flat 2700 
Jollnson Canyon 2490 
Jo!~nson Lakes 700 
Yo!: iti:; Nipple 20,050 

(. ,.\ 

No 

Yes 

No All 

No Part 

Would eliminate 
520 acres of 
total 76,191 ac 
acres ident lf ied 
for protection. 

Would eliminate 
280 acres of 
total 76,191 
acres identified 
for protection. 

Part 
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. iy, 1978 

XFP Intcra:.lon 

ActlvIty U;,trrt;lwd 

x 

uoll!~t Accept 1ng 

Conflicting 
C0?lfllCtll?C 

Possfblc Ruco.-.-i?nd:lt ton 
or Positive 

Rccomxndat ton 
to Hodify Eliflinnte All 

Without 
Rcco!xendnt iorr Nunhcr 

or Part of Your 
Funbcr What 1s the Conflict oc Positive Intrroctfon and Now Much? COEprO?flfSC Rccoonendat loll 

u 1.1 uL2.5- Wildltfe activity 1s recomm~n~fln~ no control of uildflre on 14 nllotmcnts contofnlng NO Part on allotments 
frail soils. LOSS of cover follaving vtldfirc could increase ?roqton on these areas shovn at left. 
set astde for protectfon fro2 surface disturbance. Con.‘lict areas: 

Allotments Acrcnse 

C3mrI .Junccion 590 
Chris Spring Ida 
Cw:l:ar Canyo!l I.020 
Johnson Cnnyon 2,310 
.lol:nson 1.3kes. 700 
John R. Flat 2,700 
ttOlliL?S t~iFpb2 23,190 
Old Fort 1,000 
Red Canyon 6,160 
School Section 170 
Sink llole 410 
TrnCL Canyon 2.570 
Vermlllon 3,640 
W3ter Canyon 663 

65,140 Acre< of Cri111 sot19 

Conflicts olth untershcd recomwndntion to prohibit devclopnents on frail watershed so Part 
areTl9. Two trlcklcrs are rccxxwndcd on frnLl vntershcd {II t!lc HoIlfes Nipple allot- 
nc:1ts at T.42S.. R.3U.‘ s.3, N!:.4 and TL?s. R3.s. Sl?, :;.:4. 

wl.l 

U1.l 

u 1.1 

L&2.4- 

!.n3.1+ 

v1.1+ 

Wildlife rcconnendatton to remove llvcstock fron riparinn areas vould complement watershed 
rcconmcndstton to protect frail vatcrs!xds which lncludc these riparlan areas. Erosion 
condition could hc mninr-lncd or inproved iF the vildlifc rccomncndatlon is accepted. 

Posftlve interactton areas Include approximntcly 4 miles of stream channel in the Water 
Canyon allotment and ;Ibout 3.5 milts fn the Upper Ilog hllotncnt. 

Proposid T and E Plants have been identlflcd on or in the vicinity of frail soils 
that are recomncndcd for protection from surface disturbance by vatershed. 
Allotments: Vermilion. Fam Cnnyon. Xed Canyon. 

. 
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July, lk3 

- 
Lbtlla ACC : 

Conf! :L. 
CWl:llCtlTlg Possible RcccrF2cd~t‘o7 
or Posltlve co XoJiCy Elininate A:1 

Recon!xnd3clon h’lc!lou: or Part OT Your 
I?ccor.32:.Eat :an !hnber ::u>hcr ;;hat Is the Conflict or Poslc!vr! Intcracclm and !tov :luch? Cor.pronise Rcco~c?n3at!on 

w I.2 -!ml.l 

‘n- 1.2 

u 1.2 

Y 1.2 

2 1.2 

-!I.. 1.2 

-Fe4 1.3 

-R'I 2.2 

Three graainp. systems pr~~srntly l~plcncnced call for USC of chc follovfng acres 
and hl“l’s of hc.?vIIy and ~cvcrclp utllltcd vc~,o:otlon rat&r c!lnx rest for 2 growing 
SC3S"*R : 

Xoiilrs Nipple 
Vernil ion 

20. SSO Acres 
1 ..‘+lO Acres 

1,659 hC!!s 
119 AU!ls 

Yellow Jnckcc 1.275 Acres 
23,'(15 

52 AWS 
l,filO 

This rccon-.cnd.~clon proposes to authotlze use, (rather than 2 grovlng seasons of rest) 
of the follovlq: Al%‘s of llrnvlly clnd scvercly ucllized vcgctatlon rccomcnded for 
rest by ::a:rrshed. 

Nolllcs Klpple 
Vcralllon 
Yiz: low Jn&?t 

I.659 AU!lS 
119 Al;!:s 

52 AL% 
7 1 ,SJU AL"::5 

ThIs rcconncndaclon proposes to authorize use, (rather than 2 proving 
on the followin;: acres of hcnvily and scvercly utilized vc~ccatlon: 

HoIlles Slpple 20.580 Acres 
Vel-dll0ll 1.410 Acres 
Yellow Jzckec 1.275 Acres 

23,265 ncres 

seasons of rest) 

Six rest-rotation grazing sy~rens would conflict vich the watershed recomcndaclon for 
moderate USC on proluntly brwlly utlllzcd vcgctation. The follov:ng allocnents 
would bc affected: 

Grnzln? Systcn .A1 :oCr?r.cs -- 

1 Five ?!llc !!ounc3ln 

2 loi:nwn Canyon 
3 JAcson Lakp, Glassaye. Flood Canyon 
4 Red Knoll, Sechy’s Canyon. Clay Flat 
5 !blltcs Sfpple 
6 VC.TlllOZl 

Grazed pastures would recclvc gre,a:cr than mdcracc USC. 

l RY 2.3 Resting the 40 allocmcnts agrees vich the vaccrshcd rccomncndatlon co imedlaccly 
rest hcwlly utlllzcd vrfetatlon and will rcsc 21 of the allocncncs recomxndcd for 
rcsc in ii 1.2. 
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HFP Interactlo” 
Actlvlty Watershed 

Would Acce 
Conflict. 

Conf I let Lng Posalble Recommendation 
or Positive Ellmlnace All 

Recomnendatlon 
to Hodlfy 

Without or Part of Your 
Reconsendation Number Number What Is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromlse Reconmendatlo” 

u 1.2 RM 4.1- Range recomnends land treatments on areaa of heavily utilized vegetation which NO Part 
Watershod has recomosnded for rest. Land treatment may not necessarily improve 
erosion condltlon on these areas as would rest and intensive livestock management. 
Conflict areas: 

Allotments Acreage 

Hollies Nlpple 2,430 
Neaf 520 
Chris Spring, 650 
Pine Spring; 940 
Kane Springs 660 

w 1.2 

w 1.2 

w 1.2 

w 1.2 

w 1.2 

w 1.2 

Ll.la- This reconrcendatlon would dispose of 150 acres through RdPP of area recommended for 
intensive grazing management by Watershed. Gravel Pit Allotment. 

L1,2b- Lands Is recomnendlng disposal of 40 acres which watershed haa recommended for 
lntenslve grazing mnnagcnent 1” the Dry Lake Allotment. 

L3.1 - Lands la recomnendlng utility corridor through heavily utilized vegetation 
recommended for rest and only moderate utllIzatlo” by watershed. 

Allotment Acreage 

Mollies Nipple 2,630 
Kh1te sage 340 
Red !:“oll 620 

L3.2 - Lands Is recommending utlllty corridor through heavily utilized vegetation 
recommended for rest and moderate nt!Llzotlon by watershed. 

Allotment Acreage 

Red Caayo” 800 
Yellow Jacket 470 
Willow Springs 240 
Pine Spring 230 

L3.4 - Lands fs recommending utility corridor through heavily utilized vegetation 
recommended for rrnt and moderate utilization by watershed. 

Allotment Acreage 

tlollles Nlpple 150 
Sink Hole 120 

NO h’ould ellmlnnte 150 
acre.s of the total 
46,614 recommended 
for intensive live- 
stock. 

NO Part 

Yes Part 

Yes 

Yes 

L 3.3 Lands 1s reconmending utility corridor through heavily utilized vegetation recommended Yea 
for rest and moderate utlllzatlon by vatershed. 

Al Lotmect 

Johnson Canyon. 
Dry Lake 

Acreage 

610 
200 

Part 

Part 

Part 



w1.2 

The recomncndncion CO rcmovc cattle front 2’1 miles of rtparliin vegctatlon (120 acres) 
in Ilcll’s Rclloo allotment will posttlvoly impact the wtershed rcconncndation to 
reduce erosion :hrou):h’ intcnslvc 1ivcsrocX man.?Ccxnt .along this drainngc. 

R&.1- The recommendation to open the cntire planning untt to ORV’a vould interfere 4th 
rhe tccomnrndatlon to i?>rovc cover nod r~Juce soil loss on the presently heavily 
uttlfzed areas. (28 allotnents. 46.614 acres), 

7 

No Could possibly impact 
a11 areas included 
in Watershed, re- 
comnendation. (46,6 14 
acres), 
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hcrlvtty Untcrshad 

COnfilCtlng 
or PosltLve 

Vould Acceotl. 
Conflicting 

PossIblc Rccoxcnd~ t Ion 
0’ 

to kx!lfv E:ininate Ali ! 

Recor,c~ndatlon h’ltlwxt or Part 0: Your 
.Sccoz-edat ion Xumbrr E:~nhcr I%llat is tl!c Conflict or Posltlvc Intcractlon and tlov xuch? Compromise Rccoc.zccdat ion 

‘il.2 h%2.3- 

WI.2 uL2.4- 

/ 

I;lldllfc rcconmt~~rintlon pro;>wcs rest of vegetation in 13 allotments and 3 pastures 
contsinlny. hravfly utilizcct vc~::c:atfon also recommm!ed for rest by watershed. These 
heavily utlli7r(! areas woul~l irprovc in cover and erosion condition if the wildlife 
rcconrxnJ2: ton wre ~cccpc~~!: 

A1 lntc~~“: ,\L-re,2r.e -- 

Duck Pasture 210 . 

Chrts Sprlny, 1.420 
Dry L.:‘kc 1 ,r):n 
I!arris Tlat 2.300 
Johncon Canyon 2,9:0 
Jo!lnson l.akc 480 
Kar.12 Si,rin6.~ 1,450 
:to1 I ies *:ipp lc 3,;;o 
Red C:?nya” 2.8::) 
Red Kno! I 1.230 
Set!1ys Cnnyon 750 
Sink POlC 410 
Trn t 1 Canyon ‘J:i0 
Vcrmillnrl 270 
CLlln.: s>r1ng 330 
Yellnw;clcXct 70 

;0tFl1 10,373 ncrcs pasitlvcly :mpactcd, 

14L1dltfc Is recornrendlng sagebrush cradlcatlon on 1.110 acres in the Kane Spring 
Allotncot and Plnyon-Junlpcr cradlcatlon on 650 acres in the llcrrls Flat Allotment 
whcrr:;.s ua:ers!:cd 1 .2 rrcomcm!s cov’cr improvrmcnt throng!] livestock sanngcnent 
on these aicas. 

Tills i4lllllCe reconmcndstlon proposes one reservoir dcvclopmcnt for vlldlife in presently 
heavily u:llizcd vcgctntlon rcco-xndcd for rest acd codcratc USC by watersbed. The 
conccntratlon of vildlifc around this reservoir wy pcrpctuare heavy use cf the 
vegetation nearby and mintaln crosian. Location of reservoir, T&X, RZW, See 17. NE&. 
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MFP - ‘oraction 
Acti tershed 

Would AcceptLng 
Conflict:ng 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

w 1.3 RM 2.6 
(+-I 

w 1.3 

WI.3 

WI.3 

RM 4.1- 

Ml. l- 

L3. I- 

+ 1. 1,400 acres recommended for sagebrush conversion in Five Mile Mountain is both a 
range and watershed recommendation, and would improve erosion. 

. . 
- 2. 350 acres recommended for P-J chaining (Range) falls wlthin a recommended P-J cutting 

area. (Watershed) Confltct comes from the chaining treatment. 

Range and Watershed are recommending land treatments on the same areas in allotments. 
t!ovevc r , the method cf treatment proposed by range is less conducive to improving erosion 
condition, which is the goal of the watershed treatments, Acres of land treatment in 

Yes 

conflic: are: 

Allotments Acreage 

Moll ies Nipple 2,160 
Vennil ion 1,640 
Wilite Sage 570 
Flood Canyon 670 

Removal of sand and gravel on areas recommended 
with expected results of land treatment because 

Allotments Acreage 

Mollies Nipple 
Vermilion 

210 
32n 

Almost all. 

for land treatment. Possible conflict Yes - land Part 
of increased erosion from excavation. treatment boundaries 

could be modified. 

Development of facilities in utility corridors would interfere vlth expected improvement 
associated with iand treatments on the following allotments and acres: 

Conf 1 Let Reconmendcd for land treatment in allotment 

Five Yile Mountain 
Mollies Nipple 
Sennan 
Vcnnil ion 

540 acres 1,400 acres 
470 acres 2,160 acres 
300 acres 750 acres 
560 acres 1,640 acres 

Part, 

White Sage 140 acres 570 acres 
2,010 6,520 
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\Jinslow 
-70 

'Ul, 9 19J3 

CCCflfCtfIlg 
or Positive 

%conrwndatlon . 

VI.3 

w1.3 

::.lce:slwd 

Would Accc~: A,,): 
Cmf:i:t!r,~ 

Possible Eccoxccdaticn 
to “odlfy Ellnin.lt? ,111 

w1 thou t or Part of Your 
Rccomcndatlon Sumbcr Swbcr :%%at is the Conflict or Fosltlve In:rractlon and llow ?luclr? COr.OrlTtlSc! RC?CClr.:CnZFi?iOn 

v1.3 R4.1- There uoul~l be a canfllct with t!!c proposal to reduce 6011 loss through land treatment X0 
if OK!’ use is allo*vd !n :hcnr ~rc’ns: 

Al lotwnt:: ,\crcn?.c 

Five ml lc ?:vuntnln I ,WO 
Flo<>2 Canyor. 670 
John R. Flat 6 : 0 
~!o:lics :ilyplc 2,160 
Scnn.~ll 750 
Vrrnilloc 1.6;0 
:n,i:c S.,rc ., 570 

VRl.l- Possible rcstrlctlcn on dcslcn n,:d locnrfon of: Yes 

1) P-J cuttin!; ,~r~n. I%itc S.lgc nl!otnrnt (570) 
2) c:,.:wc1 :rrn:ncn:, ::i1 llq Sn!lyo:l allotnent (‘5 allL‘) 
3) Channel trca:ncnt. :;acer Cnr.pxl nllJchcnt (‘1 xlic) 
4) C!~onwl trcatrenf. Cloy Flat nr.d Ycllovj.tcket (3.5 nilcs) 

V-l- Watershed 1s rccoxcnding land trcatmcnts in the vicinity (within 1 mile) of the hsbltat’ 
of pruposcd thrc;l:cncd or propmcd endangcrrd plant species. The treatments prc.scrIbcd 
could dcstrny soxc of these speslcs. Conflict areas: 

hllstl-cnts hcre3p.e of l.nnd Treatrent 

Yes - pcrforo Part 
T and E 
ClCaraIICe 

Five !.liIe ?!ountnir! 1.400 
Y‘cr:llion I .hL!l 
sc.x;.ln is3 
Lll i:c SnJy 570 
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Act lvity ;‘.ltl?rsl,cd 

*t q 

,. 
.J 

: c=l 
‘ 
/ ,3 

c d 

: m .A 

, 
I 3 

3 

:> 

(3 

/I ” 

I.2 

Q 

.s 

c-2 

:: 

j-* 2 

.’ ’ 4 , 
I 
; .3 

; -, ‘. j 

‘CllJ, i3-“ I C’ ‘nOUid Acccp ting 
CmflIctIn~ 0 

Calf lictlng Posslblc Rccop.:cn.?at icn 
/ 

or Po.s’clvc co ?hlify Eli:nin:ite A: I 
Reco~cx!a t ion C;ithout or Part of Your 8 ; 

?.rcc--Ent:a t Ion ::u+cr Slxbcr !.%at Is the Conflict or Poslttve Intcractlon 2nd llow Yuch? Conpronisc Reco~-:~~n4at inn 
; 

*x1.4 EIl.1 (-) ?llncr.?l!; ~CCUIVI~II~IS to sell ~2nd amI ~r:wc*l Ln or r.c.7r hx?ly cro,!cd atrc~n char,nels 
recwl~cndrd fvr c!:*lnncl tre.l:T,‘nts. Thla co~~ld Intc!rfcrc ulth cxprcted rrsults 

I 0: the treat-cnts and Lnctrasc crosinn in cl:.~r.n.. -1s until rchnhIlltntIon occur.*. 
Conflict nrc.1:: ntc: 

‘2 1 . 4 

Y1.4 

All~~cocnts !I!lcu of Strr~an .llVl strc.m Chxvwls 

\:a ter canyon 0.5 (Cotconvood) 
Ghitc Sny,c 1.5 (Scn~2n) 
%l:Ic!; K!pplc 0.5 (i:i:cht*n Corral) 

CR2.1 (-)% Stream channel trcatmcnts In lover Cottonwood drslnagc vould conflict with CR2.1 until 
an lntewivc Class III arcl:colo:;lc;~l invcntnry was cnqletcd. (Wntcr Canyon Allotwrit) 

R’i.1 (-) Recreation rccow.cnds ORV use aln:rg all hndly crodcd stream channels recocrncnded for 
chanxl stah:ltz.?tion by uaters::ed in tL.e follo;r:q allotrznts: 

Ii0 

Yes 

SO 

Kould affect my rc- 
conzcndatlon along 
2 miles of channels 
listed at left. 

c f 

Al lotmnt S:rt.;l~ Channel ElllCS 

Possibly all. ORV 
use would ncrotively 
izn;lact the expected 
results of channel 
trczltncnts. 

Clay Fla: 
Dry LaXe 
!I01 llcs ;r’lpplc 
:!oI tizs !::?plc 
!I01 Ii~~:: :;iq9lc I 1 
Dc.k !$rlnp 
Sc.xxn 
Vcrzillan 
Vcmillon 
‘r’at~r Canyon 
!~~~ltu2 Sn;.\l 
Willis Canyon 
Ycllov Jacket 

?!onurcnt Knoll 
Jo!::ls,~n i:,sh . 
c1.1y I;olc 
FIX I.lttlc 
Xi tc!;*,n Corral 
.l:,l,ns:rn !:.Is>, 
SC.l:Xlr. 
fctrlflcd llollov 
Clay liolc 
Cat tocvord Canyon 
Sc‘nwn 
I:! Ills Canyon 
!:anumant Knoll 

1.5 
0.2 
3.5 
1.7 
2.0 
C.4 
1.4 
2.5 
0.5 
1.5 
1.7 
1.5 
2.0 
2(i4 . 
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i \ ‘j. Vinslow 

i - 
: 0 'uly, 1975 

XFP Intcrxt ion 

Act lv!ty ::r ‘Id 

c; i 
I 

I& 1 

-~~-~ 
smuraid r\CCCPCIIC . . . 

-2 

0 

Conf!icri:li: 
Posl;iblc Rccoo’.~‘1:d3.t ion 

ConflLcting 
Ellolnntc All 

or Positive to E!odlfy 
KlLhollt or Part of Your 

Reconr:cnZnt ion 
Recor-cnh t ion Sur.her ::unhrr Ly,at 1s t!,c conflict nr vo<ittvc Interaction and liov Vuch? Col?pro7cLsc Recor:rcndat ion 

ii 
‘K 1 . 5 ~4.1 (-). Reconocnded closure of L’p?er Iloc Canyon Road (::!.5) \;ou!d conflict vith the recomxndatlon YCS Al 1 

to leave the cntlre unit open to OR!’ use (RA.1). 

!! 

i 3 

_’ 

a i 
231 

i 
0 ! 

t 



!4 i its 1 ml 
1.::) 1978 

XFP Intcr.lct ton 
Acttvfcy ::arc.rshcd 

Gould Acccpcing 
Confliccfn~ 

Conflictln~ Possible Rccomendnt ion 
or Positive to :,!odify ElimirMte All 

Recomcndnticn Without or Part of Your 
Rccmrrndation t:gcb.brr I:unb c r :;h.lt Is the Confltct or I’or.itLve Internctlnn nnil IIw mch? Compromise Reco.rmndatlon 

u 2.1 WI 1.2 - 

w 2.1 RN 1.3- 

Y 2.1 Rx 2.8- 

Y 2.1 lu4 2.9- 

;‘2 . 1 Rr,.l- 

u2.1 WL2.5- 

h-2 .1 uL3.1+ 

Confl!ct. Ran~-.c r~so~-:n,!n,l;~rf,‘n prop<,~cs fntcrtn o>;c of 1 AUX’R in the area of 
k’acc’r Canyon rccm~cnd~d to hc clcscd by Vatcrshcd. Thin weld interfere vlth 

Wncershed objrcttvc to !mprnvc VatCr quality. 

No All 

Conflict. Range reconendation proposes interim USC of 200 acres in the ares 
of h’atcr canyon rccnr.-ended to bc clos<?d !‘y 1;ntcrsllcd. L’ould interfere vith 
vatorshcd ohj~~ctive to !?provr: wtcr qu.?llcy. 

No All 

Conflict. Pa@ reconmcndatfon propwcs long tom use of 7 AIIs ln the area of 
K;:rtcr C:lnyon rccocrkndcrl fo bc closed by Katcrshcd. 

No Al 1 

Conflict. rinnEc rrc~nncnd3tion propO~es 10fl(: wrn USA of 200 acres ln the area of 
Watt-r Cnnyon rccomcntlcd tc hc closed hy \:.ltcrsllcd. 

so Al1 

Unltvfdc ORV USE (M.1) vould conflict vlth rccomncndntlon to close the upper 
Cotronwcod .:atcrshcd (UZ.1). 

NO All 

Conflict with rccomnendation to protect water quality of Frcdonla L’atcr Systen. 
x2.1 rccon1enls to clcse 810 ncccs of watersi;cd to protect wn~er qu.llity; h’L2.5 
rccomcnds ta allcv wildfires to burri, a possfblc adverse izp.lcC to xater quality. 

SO All 

This recomwndarion would bmcfic the rccomcndation for water quality protection 
and enhancment of the Frcdonia Water SuppIy by excluding livestock from about 2.5 
miles of riparfan arca above the authorized uatcr collection points for the city. 
(Water Canyon Allotxcnt). 

. 



WFP rnteraction 
AC’ * Watershed 

.uld Accepting 

Conf 1 ict ing 
Conflicting 

Possible Recommendation 
Or Posftive to Xodify Eliminate All 

Recommendation 
Recommendation Number 

Without or Part 0E Your 
Number L’hat 1s the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

Existing RM2.6 - 

Existing 

Existimg 

RM3.4 - 

Rx4.1 - 

Herbicide used in spray and seed treatments could have adverse impact on water 
quality, particularly where located in or near stream channels (Harris Flat 
allotment). 

Yes 

Plowing and seeding Is recommended for sagebrllsh conversion on sandy soils in 
the Clay Fiat and Sethy’s Canyon allotments. 

. . 

Wind erosion susceptibility on thLs site is high and removal of cover could result 
in slgnlficant loss of topsoll. In addition, the potential for seeding establish- 
ment ts very poor because of the coarse soil texture and low water supplying 
capacity. 

Heavy thinnLng or clear cutting of pinyon-junlper is recommended on sandy soils to 
be followed by secdlnl: with grasses and forbs. Probability of a successful seeding 
on sandy soils is low and loss of cover could result Ln significant sol1 loss. 

There could he possible negative impacts to water quality from herbicides where 
spraying and seeding 1s recommended (14,561 acres). In addition, 20,739 acres of 
the 55,142 acres recommended for treatments are on sandy soils. 
soils recommended for plowing, 

Areas with sandy 
chafnLng or burning would be highly susceptible to 

wind erosion following loss of cover. In extreme cases, blowing sand would account 
for signif icant topsoil losses. In addltlon, sand-textured soils are a severe 
limitation to re-seeding. Because of Low water supplying capacities, seeding 
success on these sites may onlv occur in about three years or less out of 10. The 

Yes 

following land treatments-could negatfvely impact soils: 

Reference 
Priority 

10 

14 4044 Flood Canyon 

17 4046 FAR 

11 4063 John R. Flat 

5 4064 Johnson Lake 

I5 4065 Johnson Point 

16 4068 Kane Springs 

26 4071 Locke Ridge 

Allotment 
Number and Name 

4005 Barracks Point 

Nunbe r 

I 
2 

I 

1 

1 

1 

Tree tment 

Chain, seed 
Chain. seed 

Chain, seed 

Plow, seed 

Spray, seed 

Spray, seed 
Spray, seed 

Spray, seed 

Spray, seed 
Spray, seed 

Burn, seed 

Acres 

480 
570 

220 

970 

77% 

1,340 
900 

930 

380 
660 

110 

cnn 



W11~3IOV 
July. 1978 

I 4083 ?!ollles Nipple 

27 4088 Oak Springs 

12 4093 Pine Springs 

11 4094 Poverty Flat 

28 

30 

31 

. 32 

9 

21 

29 

2 

4095 Red Butte 

4102 Rock Springs 

4105 School Seccfon 

4142 sbzp Sprfng 

4120 Svnllov Park 

4126 Trail Weli 

4128 upper llq 

4130 Vermfllon 

23 

18 

4135 u1110v Spring 

4137 Yellow Jacket 

10 
11 
I2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

Plow. seed 215 
Spray, seed it0 
Plov, fiecd 600 

Plow, seed 280 

Spray, seed 1,368 

Chain, Reed 500 
Chain, <Fed 360 

Plow. seed 300 

Spray, seed 260 

Burn. seed 40 

Plow. aced 40 

Spray, seed 1,340 

Spray. seed 420 

Plov, seed 100 

Plcv, seed 590 
Plw, seed 540 
Chain. sccd3,640 
Plow, seed 145 
Plow, seed 160 

Spray. seed 31 

Spray, seed 717 



MFP T-*eractLon 
Acti Watershed 

- ..ld Accepting 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 

or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interactton and How Much? Compromise RecommendatLon 

Existing L3.L - Lands is proposing utility corridor on soils with high wind erosion susceptibility. No 

Clearing of land could result fn loss of topsoil, blowing sand. Chances of a 
successful reseeding For rehabilitation are very poor. 

Allotments 

Twin Ho1 low 
Red Knoll 
Red Canyon 

Existing L3.2 

Existing L3.3 

Lands is proposing utility corridor on soils with high wind erosion susceptibility. 
Clearing of land could result in loss of topsoil and blowing sand. There La a low 
probability of success for seeding. 

No 

Allotments 

Red Canyon 
Red Knoll 
KinnLkinnLc 
Jellowjacket 
Buck Pasture 
WLI low Springs 
Pine Springs 
Trail Ii..zll 

Same as conflict with L3.1. 

Allotments -- 

Johnson Canyon 
Dry Lake 



P’ *teraction 
A 7 Watershed 

Would Accepting 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
OK Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without OK Part of You 
Recommenda t fan Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

Existing W1.3 Watershed is recommending spraying sagebrush with herbicide on five areas. 
Herbicide could contaminate runoff water from these sites. 

Allotments Acreage 

Yes - 
burn instead 
of spray 

I. 

Vermilion 1,640 
Seaman 750 
Mall ies Nipple 2,160 
John R. Flat 650 
Five Xlle ?ltn. 1,400 



_ ___---_--_L-- . . _ -  - . - I  -  - .  - - -  - .  - .  .  .  

M' eraction 
AC Watershed 

-- Would Accept 
Conflictin: 

Conflicting Possible Recommendatlc 

or Positive to Modify Eliminate A. 

Recommendation Without or Part of Yc 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positfve Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendatic 

Existing WL2.3 1) Wildlife is proposing chaining or burnfng, and spraying or burning on sandy 
soils, followed by seeding with grasses or forbs. Sandy soils have a severe 
limitation for seeding because of low available water holding capacities. A 
successful seeding may occur in 3 out of 10 yenrs, or less. 

2) Burning or chaining may result in eubstantlal loss of cover and resulting wind 
erosion could be hlgh on these soils. 

3) Spraying sagebrush with'herbfcldes may result in contamfnation of runoff water 
to ephemeral channels. 

Proposed Land Treatments That Could Impact Soils or Water: 

Existing 

1) Poverty Flat 800 acres 
2) Barracks Point 1,240 acres 
3) Harris Flat and 1,080 acres 

Kane Springs 
4) Elephant Cove 2,040 acres 
5) Kane Spring 1,110 acres 

WL2.5 Wildlife is recommending to allow wildfires to burn on soils unsuitable for clearing Yes- allow 

because of high wfnd erosion susceptibility. to burn on 
non-susceptible 

Allotments areas within 
allotments 

Barracks Point Harris Flat Trail Canyon 
Buck Pasture John R. Flat Vermilion 
Bunting Canyon Johnson Canyon Virgin River 
Cannel Junction Johnson Lakes Water Canyon 
Chris Spring Kane Springs Willow Springs 
Clay Flat KtnnLkLnnLc Yellowjacket 
Coufgr Canyon Lost Spring Gap 
Dry Lake Meadow Canyon 
Elephant Cove Mollies Nipple 
Farm Canyon Old Fort 
Five Mile Ntn Poverty Flat 
Flag Point Red Canyon 
Flood Canyon Red Knoll 
Flume Hollow Rock Springs 

Sethy's Canyon 
Swallow Park 





UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f.LJl:P) 
Vermilion 

AcfivziYildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Reconcilliation of URA Step 4 

1. Rabbit habitat improvement opportunities. Increased demands for 
cottontail hunting as identified in the Kane County PAA can be met on 
existing habitat. There Is no justification for habitat improvement 
projects for cottontails. 

2. Rabbit habitat maintenance. These areas are in good condition and 
are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

3. Coyote and mountain lion habitat improvement opportunities. The 
Kane County PAA did not identify a need for habitat improvement for 
coyotes or mountain lions in the Vermilion Planning Unit. 

4. Coyote and mountain lion habitat maintenance. These areas are in 
good condition and are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

5. Waterfowl habitat expansion. Increase demands for waterfowl hunting 
as identified in the Kane County PAA can be met by improving existing 
waterfowl habitat. 

6. Non-game species habitat expansion. The Kane County PAA did not 
identify a need to expand habitat for nongame wildlife. 

7. Fish habitat improvement. The Kane County PAA did not identify a 
need to improve fisheries habitat on BLM lands. 

8. Deer habitat improvement opportunities. There is no justification 
for improvement of areas with light deer use and no identified use 
conflicts. 

9. Mule deer habitat maintenance. These areas are in good condition 
and are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

10. Upland game habitat maintenance.. These areas are in good condition 
and are meeting the species habitat requirements. 

‘kure: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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’ ‘UNITED ST,‘. I-ES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUiEAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

Name IMFP) 

Activity 

fP 
Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OaJECTlVES I WL- 1 - 

July, 1978 Objective. Expand Gambel quail habitat occupancy through transplants on 

Hedges 14,500 acres of public land. 

Swain 
Fagan 
Jensen 

Rationale. Gambel quail was once the most important upland game bird in 
the planning unit, but has been nearly eliminated in recent years. Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources has indicated a desire to reestablish 
quail in portions of Kane County. This would assist in meeting hunter 
demands for upland game as identified in the Kane County PAA as well as 
meet objectives of BLM Manual 1603 that BLM manage habitat to maintain a 
maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. 
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UNITED ST,\TES Name OIFPI 

DEPARTYiiEXT OF TIIE ISTERIOR Vermilion 
BURE;\U OF L;\SI> Yti:\NAGICSiENT Acclvlty 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK ?LAN 

REC31.~MENCATION-ANALYSIS-C~~ISICN 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step -3 

Hedges Recommendation WL-1.1. Cooperate with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

July 1978 in transplanting approximately 100 Gambel Quail per site on 14,500 acres 
of public land (table 1 and Overlay 1); and develop 6 tricklers along 
existing pipelines at transplant sites (table 2 and Overlay 1). 

Support. Range, operations. 

Rationale. Gambel quail was once the most important upland game bird in 
the planning unit, but have been nearly eliminated in recent years (URA 
Step 3). The Kane County PAA indicates that hunter demands for upland 
game will increase 72 percent between 1975 and 1985. DWR has indicated 
a desire to reestablish quail in parts of Kane County formerly occupied 
by quail to help meet this demand. Present populations in the planning 
unit (less than 20 birds) are totally inadequate to meet this demand. 
Water developments (table 2) will provide water for quail if transplant 
site 3 is utilized. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

fw3.1- Would eliminate potential transplant'site - 200 acres - Gravel 
Pit. 

W-l.l- Mollies Nipple water developments would be excluded. (2 
tricklers). 

L-l.la- Would eliminate potential transplant site - 200 acres - Gravel 
Pit. 

L-3.1- Developments in corridor could impact quail transplant in that 
portion of transplant area. (All sites). 

Fagan Analyses of Impacts. Until a Gambel Quail transplant agreement has been 

Sept 1978 worked out with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, specific trans- 
plant sites cannot be identified. The conflicts identified under the 
impact identification section above are therefore potential conflicts 
only. 

Since the conflict with the range recommendation (RM 3.1) to dispose of 
land only eliminates one of several potential transplant sites, this 
conflict is not considered significant and would in no way defeat the 
intent of the recommendation to transplant gambel quail. 

The development of two tricklers in the Mollies Nipple can be done with 
little adverse affect on the watershed resource. See impact analysis 
and multiple use recommendation for W-1.1. 

h.ore: ;\f13\.’ ! : .,,:: II : ..,,. . . . . :: ,. ,.. :. ,! -- - __ ___-mm 256 
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Utility corridors will not be designated, and, even if they were, 
designation itself does not preclude use of the corridor by any other 
resource. See impact analysis and multiple use recommendation for Ll.la 
and L3.1. 

Since there are no conflicts with this recommendation that cannot be 
eliminated, no alternatives to the recommendation were considered. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Approve multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



TABLE 1 

Gambel Quail Transplant Sites 

Priority Allotment Acres 

1 Gravel Pit 
Unallotted 

500 

2 Hell's Bellows 600 
Seeps 700 
Driveway 300 
Muggin's Flat 100 
Sunnyside 100 

Mollies Nipple 7,700 
Vermilion 4,500 

1,800 

12,200 



TABLE 2 

Gambel Quail Water Developments 

Priority Allotment 

1 Vermilion 

Location 

T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 30, SW4 

2 Vermilion T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 19, NE4 

3 Vermilion T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 7, NW4 

4 Vermilion T. 43 S., R. 4 W., S. 1, NW4 

5 Mollies Nipple T. 42 S., R. 3 W., S. 21, NE4 

6 Mollies Nipple T. 42 S., R. 3 W., S. 32, SE4 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
-- 

BUREAKOFLANDMANAGEUENT 

--.-- 
_-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES I WL-2 .__ 

Hedges Objective. Improve the condition and trend of mule deer habitat on 

Swain 440,120 acres of winter range through forage allocation for potential 

Fagan deer numbers (9,731 deer), vegetative manipulation (9,230 acres), water 

Jensen developments, and resolution of grazing conflicts on important use areas 

July 1978 .(250,818 acres). 

Rationale. There are 440,120 acres of mule deer habitat that are pres- 
ently in less than good condition. The condition on much of this acreage 
can be attributed to overgrazing by livestock and deer in the past. 
Serious grazing conflicts between livestock and deer are still occurring 
on 250,818 acres of important deer winter range. 

There are 9,230 acres of important winter range that can be treated to 
provide additional forage for deer. Developing water in areas with 
light deer use would improve deer distribution in the planning unit. 
Allocating forage for potential deer numbers (9,731) would assure that 
adequate good quality forage would be available when the deer herds 
reach potential numbers. Present herd sizes (3,247) are approximately 
one-third of the potential herd size. 

The mule deer is the most important game species in the planning unit. 
In 1975, hunters spent $152,820 to hunt deer on public lands in Kane 
County (PAA). Hunter use is expected to increase about 6 percent per 
year. Demands for mule deer hunting in 1985 will be nearly double the 
use reported in 1975. 

.-..--- 
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UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name !.il/-'P) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges Recommendation WL-2.1. Allocate forage on all grazing allotments for 
July 1978 potential deer numbers. (table 3). 

Range. Support. 

Rationale. Present deer herd sizes (3,247) are approximately one-third 
of the number that Utah Division of Wildlife Resources plans to manage 
for when the deer herds reach their potential size. Allocating forage 
for potential numbers would assure that good quality forage would be 
available for deer when they reach potential numbers. BLM policy requires 
that forage be allocated to wildlife. The Kane County PAA shows that 
demands for mule deer hunting is expected to increase 69 percent between 
1975 and 1985. BLM Manual 1603 objective states that BLM manage habitat 
to maintain wildlife in sufficient numbers to meet public demand. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

RM-1.2+ 

RM-2.4+ 

RM-2.6+ 

RM-3.4+ 

F-1.1+ 

VR-1.3+ 

w-1.3+ 

RM-2.8- 

All allotments - forage would be available to meet potential 
numbers. 

Additional desirable forage would be available to meet potential: 
deer numbers on 59 allotments. 

Chaining could provide additional forage for deer (Flood 
Canyon) 58 AUMs. 

Tree cutting could provide additional forage on Barracks 
Point, Kinnikinnic, Twin Hollow, Kanab Creek. 

Cutting would open canopy and could provide additional forage - 
Mollies Nipple, Pine Hollow, Sink Hole, Yellowjacket, Sethy's 
Canyon, Buck Pasture. 

Would meet potential forage needs on 24 allotments - Airport, 
Art Canyon, Brown Canyon, Cougar Canyon, Dry Lake, Eight Mile 
Gap, Elephant Cove, Farm Canyon, Five Mile Mt., Granary Ranch, 
Gravel Pit, Kanab Creek, Kane Spring, Kinnikinnic, Lost Spring 
Gap, Neaf, Oak Spring, Old Fort, Red Butte, Red Knoll, Thompson 
Point, Virgin River, White Sage, Lost Spring. 

Would provide additional forage for deer on Five Mile Mtn. 
(209 AUMs), Flood Canyon (loo), John R. Flat (97), Mollies 
Nipple (322), Seaman (112), Vermilion (245), White Sage (85). 

There would be a shortage of AUMs for deer at potential on 
Carmel (35), Driveway (l), Fishtail (2), Flag Point (2), Hells 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed - 
il,i<:r-r,~-,!onv r,n rcl'c,srl 

~6( 
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Table 3 

Mule Deer Forage Allocation 

Total 
Potenital Potential 

Potential Forage Available 
Deer Needs Wildlife 

Priority Allotment Population (AUMS) (AUMS) 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

;/-2 
. 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

Airport 

Art Canyon 

Barracks Point 

Boot 

Brown Canyon 

Buck Pasture 

Bunting Canyon 

Carmel 

Cedar Ridge 

Chris Spring 

Clay Flat 

Cottonwood 

Cougar Canyon 

Dishpan 

Driveway 

Dry Lake 

Eight Mile Gap 

Elephant Cove 

Farm Canyon 

0 

105 

148 

63 

31 

51 

4 

38 

0 

54 

78 

0 

18 

3 

14 

68 -- -..___ .- 

14 

120 

38 

0 29 
,05 
157 356 
I d'- 
222 271 

. 

94 113 
7 : 
'hi 48 
4;' 

77 91 
, :. 

6 6 
2 
57 22 

0 5 
L(' ..I . 
81 166 

lc;7 122 

0 
j li 
27 37 
.> 
; 5 

;0 

g5 p? 104 
, c. 
21 28 

1 1. '! 
179 315 
? > 
'5b 122 

Continued 



Table 3 Continued 

Total 
Potenital Potential 

Potential Forage Available 
Deer Needs Wildlife 

Priority Allotment Population (AUMS) (AUMS) 

2 First Point 

2 Fishtail 

1 Five Mile Mtn. 

1 Flag Point 

1 Flood Canyon 

2 Flume Hollow 

1 F.A.R. 

2 Glasseye 

2 Goat Ranch 

2 Granary Ranch 

2 Gravel Pit 

1 Harris Flat 

2 Hell's Bellows 

1 John R. Flat 

1 Johnson Canyon 

1 Johnson Lakes 

1 Johnson Point 

2 Johnson Ranch 

2 Kanab Creek 

1 Kane Spring 

1 Kinnikinnic 

0 

62 

440 

6 

98 

0 

111 

100 -_ 

59 

35 

0 

101 

40 

195 

173 

195 

44 

83 

79 

170 

57 

0 
L* 
92 

/‘ .: I' 
660 

/ '-> -I 
9 

/ ‘., : 
146 

0 
' /.g 
167 

180 'zO 211 

88 
2 c, 
53 

rl/ 
60 

TX .: 
291 
( 77 
259 

9% 
119 
176 
255 
6'2 
86 

57 

90 

723 

7 

188 . 

3 

204 

55 

12 

187 

56 

301 

292 

288 

71 

114 

143 

473 

173 

Continued 

263 



Table 3 Continued 

Total 
Potenital Potential 

Potential Forage Available 
Deer Needs Wildlife 

Priority Allotment Population (AUMS > ( AUMS > 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

/ \h -l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

-5 -2 

2 

Locke Ridge 122 

Lone Forty 0 

Lost Springs 8 

Lost Springs Gap 0 

Lower Hog 33 

Meadow Canyon 105 

Mollies Nipple 2,046 

Muggin's Flat 9 

Navajo Well 100 

Neaf 23 

Oak Spring 68 

Old Fort 25 

Pine Hollow 154 

Pine Springs 135 

Poverty Flat 244 

Red Butte 131 

Red Canyon 224 - 

Red Knoll 70 

Rock Reservoir 2 

Rock Springs 129 

School Section 17 

Seaman 75 

12; 
183 

0 
5 

12 

0 
4 if 
48 

i&J! 
?. ' ' ? 
3,071 

7 

'2 t -5 
150 
29' 
33 

1;; 

Gb 
! 5 J; 
23i 
,s :: 

202 
y.42 
366 

I ::. 
196 

285 i':'s 

1% 

32 

it2 

Lt 
7 s 

112 

157 

1 

15 

3 

34 

178 

3,454 

38 

125 

12 

311 

414 

234 

432 

252 

357 

13 

212 

Continued 



Table 3 Concluded 

Potential 
Deer 

Total 
Potenital 

Forage 
Needs 

Potential 
Available 
Wildlife 

Priority Allotment Population (Ams > (AUMs) 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

-4 -2 

1 

1 

1 

Seeps 113 

Sethy's Canyon 92 

Sheep Spring 67 

Shinarump 4 

Short Creek 0 

Sink Hole 58 

Sunnyside a 

Swallow Park 0 

Thompson Point 27 

Trail Canyon 73 

Trail Well 15 

Twin Hollow 24 

Upper Hog 59 

Vermilion 760 

Virgin River 60 

Water Canyon 36 

White Sage 36 

Whillis Canyon 16 

Willow Spring 31 

Wire Pass 153 

Yellowjacket 220 

TOTAL 8,418 

‘I> 
169 

-j ,K 

13d 

do” 

6c-' 

Ct 
a9 

r; ,? 
54 
.-I 
24 
.' I 
4; 

ri & 
226 

222 

14 

164 

40 

163 

16 

39 

101 

1,417 

126 

53 

a2 

13 

97 

.> ‘ 
412 326 c 0. 

12,647 15,260 

291 

232 

115 



Bellows (4), Johnson Lakes (4), Johnson Ranch (11), Locke 
Ridge (26), Lower Hog (14), Old Fort (25), School Section 
(12), Trail %ell (6), Water Canyon (l), Willis Canyon (ll), 
Yellowjacket (2). 

M-l.l- Removal of gravel could result in loss of forage on Willow 
Spring, Chris Spring, and Old Fort (max. of 40 AUMs total). 

L-3.1- Corridor could result in maximum loss of 640 AUMs of forage. 

L-3.2- Corridor could result in maximum loss of 288 AUMs of forage. 

L-3.4- Corridor could result in maximum loss of 54 AUMs of forage, 

L-l.lb- Disposal would result in loss of 2 federal AUMs of forage 
(Carmel). 

RM-4.lt Projects would provide addtional forage on the following 
allotments: Mollies Nipple (1,216 AUMs), Vermilion (626), 
Five Mile Mtn. (515, Sink Hole (170), Johnson Lake (187), 
Locke Ridge (9), Meadow Canyon (206), Johnson Point (77), 
Flood Canyon (53), White Sage (47), Neaf (74), Seeps (160), 
School Section (3), Dry Lake (26), Red Butte (25), Upper Hog 
(8), Poverty Flat (73), Barracks Point (87), Twin Hollow (51), 
Clay Flat (53), Yellowjacket (80), Buck Pasture (ZZ), Willow 
Spring, (3), Chris Spring (65), Pine Spring (231), Trail Well 
(35), Kane Spring (87), Rock Spring (22), FAR (87), Swallow 
Park (112)) John R. Flat (162), Sheep Spring (3), Oak Spring 
(23). 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. The following recommendations impacted this recom- 

Sept 1978 mendation positively and are considered complementary in the form of an 
added benefit if they are implemented: RM1.2, 2.4, 2.6, 3.4, 4.2, Fl.l, 
VRl.3, WL.3. These complementary impacts are considered to be an added 
benefit to the recommendation and will not be discussed further in this 
impact analysis. 

Range recommendation (RM 2.8) conflicts with this recommendation by not 
providing sufficient forage to meet potential deer numbers. However, 
the grazing allotments where this situation exists are not presently 
considered to be areas where there are deer - livestock conflicts. The 
AUMs of forage available for deer at potential numbers is, with a few 
exceptions, very close to the forage survey estimates. As pointed out 
in the impact analysis section for RM 2.8, adjusting these allotments to 
the carrying capacity of the range resource and implementing intensive 
livestock management will in itself provide additional forage for wild- 
life. Many of these allotments also contain private land where a por- 
tion of the AUM shortage could be met. 



There is presently little demand for gravel sales in this area (M-1.1). 
If and when the Bureau receives an application for gravel in this area 
an environmental assessment will point out any conflicts that exist at 
the time and the proper resource use adjustments can be made. At the 
present time no conflict exists and no resource use adjustments will be 
made. 

If and when utilities are constructed in these areas the proper resource 
use adjustments can be made. At the present time and for the forseeable 
future there is no conflict. See impact analysis and multiple use 
recommendation for L3.1, 3.2, 3.4. 

The loss of 2 AUMs of forage if Ll.lb were implemented and this land 
were disposed of can hardly be considered a serious conflict because 2 
Al&Is is well within the reasonable limits of error for the forage survey 
estimates. 

Since all resource conflicts with the recommendation can be eliminated 
or modified substantially as discussed above, no alternatives to the 
recommendation were considered necessary. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation except where 
Sept 1978 modified by implementing the multiple use recommendation for RM2.8. 

Jensen Decision. Accept the MFP Step 1 recommendation. 
J, '981 

Rationale. Sufficient forage exists for prior stable (potential) deer 
numbers. 

In table 3, AUMs in this recommendation have been changed to reflect a 
methodology in calculating deer AUMs according to Instruction Memo UT-SC 
184. Using this method of calculation, there is a potential AUM short- 
age on the following allotments: 

Carmel Junction -17 (not grazed by livestock) 
Old Fort -14 
School Section 
Willis Canyon 1; 

However, on the planning unit as a whole, there are several thousand 
AUMs that are allocated to wildlife that are excess to wildlife needs. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name C.IiFP) 

Vermilion 
Activity 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges Recommendation WL-2.2. Increase the amount of bitterbrush and cliffrose 
July 1978 in the vegetative composition from less than 5 percent to 10 percent on 

30 allotments with serious deer-livestock grazing use conflicts by 
eliminating livestock grazing for an initial period of 2 years and by 
allowing rest during the growing season in 2 consecutive years out of 4 
thereafter (table 4 and Overlay 2). 

Support. Range. 

Rationale. There are 30 grazing allotments identified in URA Step 3 
Wildlife as having serious grazing conflicts between livestock and mule 
deer. This conflict is for forage and has resulted in severe overutil- 
ization of important deer browse species, usually bitterbrush and cliff- 
rose. These species have been reduced to less than 5 percent of the 
vegetative composition as a result of this heavy use. Twenty of these 
allotments are moderate or high deer winter use areas. Bitterbrush and 
cliffrose require 2 years to produce seed, so would benefit from 2 years 
of rest. The Kane County PAA shows that demands for mule deer hunting 
is expected to increase 69 percent between 1975 and 1985. Improving the 
qua1 ity of forage on these allotments would help to meet public demands 
as stated in BLM Manual 1603. 

Impact Identification 

RM-l.l- All allotments listed (table 4) - winter use would increase 
amount of use by livestock on bitterbrush and cliffrose. 

RM-1.3+ Grazing conflicts would be reduced or eliminated on all allot- 
ments except Kinnikinnic and Red Knoll (livestock AUMs were 
not reduced from present). 

RM-2.2- Winter use by livestock may not allow bitterbrush and cliff- 
rose to increase to 10 percent composition. (Poverty Flat, 
John R. Flat, Dry Lake, Sink Holes, Barracks Point, Buck 
Pasture, Yellowjacket, Red Canyon, Brown Canyon, FAR, Meadow 
Canyon). 

Spring and early summer grazing annually would not provide 2 
consecutive years rest during growing season for bitterbrush 
and cliffrose. (Elephant Cover, Kane Spring, Harris Flat, 
Chris Spring, Willow Spring, Red Knoll, Sethy's Canyon, Clay 
Flat, Kinnikinnic, Farm Canyon, Art Canyon, Johnson Lake, 
Flood Canyon, Yellowjacket, Trail Canyon, Vermilion, Mollies 
Nipple). 

RM-2.3+ Rest would improve the condition of bitterbrush and cliffrose 
on all allotments in table 4 (except Flag Point, Brown Canyon, 
Vermilion, Yellowjacket, which will not be rested). 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 2.L 
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RM-2.4+ 

R-4.1- 

R-3.3+ 

VR-1.3+ 

w-7.2+ 

RM-4.1+ 

Composition on bitterbrush (10 percent) is same as recommended 
for deer (table 4). All allotments except Flag Point and Old 
Fort. 

Desirable browse species could be impacted by ORVs on these 30 
allotments. 

Would resolve grazing conflict on Art Canyon. 

Would provide additional forage and help resolve grazing 
conflict on Elephant Cove, Kane Spring, Red Knoll, Kinni- 
kinnic, Farm Canyon, Dry Lake, Art Canyon, Old Fort, Brown 
Canyon. 

Two years rest is complementary with this recommendation - 
Kane Spring, Harris Falt, Sethy's Canyon, Yellowjacket, Buck 
Pasture, Willow Spring, Chris Spring, Red Knoll, Red Canyon, 
Trail Canyon, Dry Lake, Johnson Canyon, Johnson Lake, Vermi- 
lion, Mollies Nipple, Sink Hole. 

Fifty percent utilization would benefit bitterbrush and cliff- 
rose on all allotments. (Table 4). 

Would provide additional forage and should help to improve 
condition of several allotments: Poverty Flat, Barracks 
Point, Yellowjacket, Clay Flat, Buck Pasture, Willow Spring, 
Chris Spring, Kane Spring, John R.'Flat, Johnson Canyon, FAR, 
Upper Hog, Meadow Canyon, Flood Canyon, Johnson Lakes, Sink 
Holes, Vermilion, Mollies Nipple. 

Alternative 1. Do not rest each allotment for an initial period of two 
years. On those allotments where intensive grazing systems will be 
implemented insure that the first pasture grazed in the system is rested 
the year prior to implementing the grazing system. 

Team Impact Identification. The impacts associated with this recommendation 
July 1978 are discussed in detail along with RM2.2 and 1.3 and will not be repeated 

here. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives 
Sept 1978 

Impacts. The following resource impacts on this alternative were con- 
sidered to be positive or complementary and will be an added benefit if 
implemented and will therefore not be discussed further in this analy- 
sis: (RM 1.3; RM 2.3, RM 2.4, R3.3, VR1.3, W1.2, RM4.1). The extent to 
which these complementary recommendations will be implemented is discussed 
in detail in the impact analysis and multiple use recommendation section 
for each specific recommendation. 



Range recommendations (RM 1.1 and RM 2.2) conflicts with the recommen- 
dation by proposing to initiate almost total winter use on certain 
allotments. Winter use would increase the amount of use on certain 
browse species. These browse species, mainly bitterbrush and cliff rose 
are presently key species on the majority of these allotments. Cattle 
presently use these allotments during the critical spring and summer 
periods when herbage removal is extremely detrimental to the physiolog- 
ical requirements of the plants. The conflict arises from the fact that 
the deer and cattle would be competing for the same forage at the same 
time. Winter use on these allotments will allow other grass and forb 
species to become more abundant on these allotments. This combined with 
reducing the livestock numbers to carrying capacity will provide for a 
better situation for both livestock and deer even though the situation 
would not be optimum for either. 
recommendation for RM 1.1). 

(See impact analysis and multiple use 

The extent to which ORV use (R4.1) will impact vegetation cannot be 
determined at the present time for each allotment. ORV use patterns 
will have to be analyzed in detail and the proper adjustments made at 
that time (See impact analysis and multiple use recommendation for 
R4.1). 

Alternatives. Implementing the recommendation in full would have a 
severe adverse economic impact on the individual livestock operators and 
would no doubt put some entirely out of business. Implementing the 
recommendation would be the most beneficial to the vegetation especially 
browse species. 

Implementing the recommendation as modified by alternative one would 
lessen the economic impact to individual livestock operators while 
providing substantial benefit to the vegetative resource. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation as modified by 
Sept 1978 alternative 1. 

Jensen Decision. Reject the recommendation. Since there are no grazing sys- 
Jan 1981 terns proposed on custodial allotments, the vegetation composition is not 

apt to change. On those allotments where management systems will be 
developed, forage objectives will be determined in AMPs"on a case-by- 
case basis. 

Rationale. The change in vegetation composition cannot be determined 
except over time. AMPS will be developed and implemented to result in a 
vegetation composition change in the direction of the recommendation. 



Table 4 

Allotments with Deer-Livestock Use Conflicts 

Priority 
Deer Allotment 

Allotment Concentrations Acres 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Poverty Flat 

John R. Flat 

Meadow Canyon 

Flag Point 

Elephant Cove 

Kane Spring 

Harris Flat 

Chris Spring 

Red Knoll 

Kinnikinnic 

Farm Canyon 

Johnson Canyon 

Dry Lake 

Sink Hole 

Barrack's Point 

Sethy’s Canyon 

Buck Pasture 

Art Canyon 

Johnson lakes 

Flood Canyon 

Yellowjacket 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

11,869 

11,169 

4,835 

380 

7,934 

12,874 

4,960 

7,543 

9,129 

5,961 

4,523 

8,279 

3,296 

7,428 

9,650 

8,270 

3,190 

12,022 

11,065 

6,666 

3,615 

(Yellowjacket Spring Pasture) 

Willow Spring Low 3,040 

Continued 

27r 



Table 4 Concluded 

Priority 
Deer Allotment 

Allotment Concentrations Acres 

3 Red Canyon Low 13,702 

3 Trail Canyon Low 8,136 

3 Old Fort Low 4,366 

3 Brown Canyon Low 2,878 

3 Vermilion Low 4,870 
(Nephi Pasture) 

3 Mollies Nipple Low 48,000 
(Nipple Pasture) 

3 Clay Flat Low 6,041 

3 F.A.R. Low 5,127 

250,818 

27: 



Table 4 

Allotments with Deer-Livestock Use Conflicts 

Priority 
Deer Allotment 

Allotment Concentrations Acres 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Poverty Flat 

John R. Flat 

Meadow Canyon 

Flag Point 

Elephant Cove 

Kane Spring 

Harris Flat 

Chris Spring 

Red Knoll 

Kinnikinnic 

Farm Canyon 

Johnson Canyon 

Dry Lake 

Sink Hole 

Barrack's Point 

Sethy's Canyon 

Buck Pasture 

Art Canyon 

Jolmso~l lakes 

Flood Canyon 

Yellovjacket 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Modcrate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Xodcrntc 

T,ov 

(Ye1 loxjacket Spring F7:lsture) 

Id il Low Spriag Low 

11,869 

11,169 

4,835 

380 

7,934 

12,874 

4,960 

7,543 

9,129 

5,961 

4,523 

8,279 

3,296 

7,428 

9,650 

8,270 

3,190 

12,022 

11,065 

6,666 

3.61.5 



Table 4 Concluded 

Deer Allotment 
Priority Allotment Concentrations Acres 

3 Red Canyon Low 13,702 

3 Trail Canyon LOG7 8,136 

3 Old Fort Low 4,366 

3 Brown Canyon Low 2,878 

3 Vermilion LOG7 4,870 
(Nephi Pasture) 

3 Mollies Nipple Low 48,000 
(Nipple Pasture) 

3 Clay Flat Low 6,041 

3 F.A.R. Lot7 5,127 

250,818 

271 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE!bfENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.Uf:f'l 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges Recommendation WL-2.3. Improve the quality and quantity of forage and 
July 1978 provide 835 AUMs for mule deer by chaining or burning 8,120 acres of 

pinyon-juniper, and spraying or burning 1,110 acres of sagebrush in 
important deer winter use areas (table 5 and Overlay 1). Treatment 
sites would have to be planted with desirable browse, forb, and grass 
species following treatment. Livestock would have to be eliminated from 
the land treatment sites until the sites are established ( 2 or 3 years). 

Support. Range, operations. 

Rationale. Proposed vegetative manipulation projects are on high or 
moderate deer winter use areas. These sites are also use conflict areas 
between deer and livestock (URA Step 3 Wildlife). Desirable browse 
species have been heavily utilized and are in poor vigor. BLM Manual 
1603 directs BLM to maintain essential habitat components in important 
wildlife areas. 

Treating these sites would also provide forage for additional deer. DWR 
plans to manage for a deer herd approximately 3 times the present size. 
The Kane County PAA shows that demands for mule deer hunting is expected 
to increase 69 percent between 1975 and 1985. BLM Manual 1603 objective 
states that BLM manage habitat to maintain wildlife in sufficient numbers 
to meet public demand. 

Team Impact Identification 

July 1978 
R-4.1- ORVs may affect establishment of vegetation on all 

sites. 

F-1.1+ Mollies Nipple - same area as proposed chaining. 

VR-l.l- Mollies Nipple chaining - may require modification 

Poverty Flat chaining - 220 acres and 16 available 
be eliminated. 

RM-4.1+ Same area as projects on Poverty Flat, Barracks PO 
Hollow, Kane spring, Mollies Nipple. 

. 

AUMs wou Id 

i nt, Twin 

treatment Fagan Analysis of Impacts. ORV use (R4.1) will be eliminated from 

Sept 1978 areas prior to establishment. Each treatment area will be analyzed in 
detail prior to doing the treatment and modified as possible to fit into 
the recommended VRM class. See analysis section for VRM 1.1. 

treatment 

Since all identified conflicts can be eliminated or modified substantially 
no alternatives to this recommendation have been discussed or identified. 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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F? Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
SC 978 
Jensen Decision. Accept the recommendation contingent on funds being made 
Jan 1981 available for necessary fencing for treatment protection. 

Rationale. Without fencing, it may be necessary to remove all livestock 
from a pasture. This would be a hardship on the operator. 

Support. Operations, fencing , contracts for treatment. 



TABLE 5 

Mule Deer Habitat Improvement 

Priority Allotment 
Land 

Treatment Acres ALTMS 

1 Poverty Flat Chain Pinyon-Juniper 800 

2 Barrack's Point Chain Pinyon-Juniper 1,240 

2,310 

650 

680 
400 

1,080 

2,040 

3 Mollies Nipple 

4 Twin Hollow 

5 Harris Flat 
Kane Spring 

6 Elephant Cove 

7 Kane Spring 

Chain Pinyon-Juniper 

Chain Pinyon-Juniper 

Burn or Chain 
Pinyon-Juniper 

Burn or Chain 
Pinyon-Juniper 

Spray or 
Burn Sagebrush 

1,110 

9,230 

/ 

66 3’ 
‘.C I 

: 
103 ‘. 

192 

>? , 
\ >’ 54 

90 

170 

160 

a35 

277 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name \;/-I’/ 

Vermilion 
Actlvny 

Wildlife 
Overlav Reference 

step 1 step 3 

Hedges 
July 1978 

:lJ ._ 1978 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. There were no adverse impacts identified for the 
Sept 1978 recommendation. 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation WL-2.4. Improve mule deer habitat and mule deer distri- 
bution by developing 6 reservoirs, 2 catchments, and 4 tricklers in 
areas with limited water sources (Overlay 1 and table 6) and fence to 
prevent trampling damage from livestock. 

Support. Operations. 

Rationale. Several areas of the planning unit with good browse and 
cover are receiving lighter than expected deer use. Water development 
would make these areas more desirable to deer and reduce grazing pres- 
sure on adjacent areas. All of these sites are accessible to livestock 
so would have to be fenced to prevent trampling damage. BLM Manual 1603 
objective states that BLM manage habitat to maintain wildlife in suffi- 
cient numbers to meet public demands. The Kane County PAA shows that 
demands for mule deer hunting is expected to increase 69 percent between 
1975 and 1985. Improving the distribution of mule deer would help to 
meet public demands. 

Impact Identification 

RM-.2.5+ Water development in similar location as proposed for deer 
would be suitable if modified for wildlife use. 
Pine Spring) 

(Rock Spring, 

Other water development would also benefit wildlife if designed 
for wildlife use. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation with the modifi- 
cation that livestock water developments in the vicinity of proposed 
wildlife water developments will be designed to serve both wildlife and 
livestock purpose. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

Support. Operations, range. 

Note. i\ttach additIona sheets. it’ needed 270 
------- 
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TABLE 6 

Mule Deer Water Developments 

Type of 
Priority Allotment Location Development 

1 Mollies Nipple T. 43 S., R 2 W., S. 17, NE4 Reservoir 

1 Mollies Nipple T. 43 S., R. 2 W., S. 18, SW4 Reservoir 

1 Mollies Nipple T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 1, SE4 Reservoir 

1 Mollies Nipple 

2 Five Mile Mtn 

2 Locke Ridge 

3 Rock Springs 

T. 43 S., R. 3 W., S. 27, SW4 Reservoir 

T. 42 S., R. 2 W., S. 27, SW4 Reservoir 

T. 42 S., R. 5 W., S. 18, NE4 Reservoir 

T. 42 S., R. 9 W., S. 20, SW4 Trickier 

3 Rock Springs T. 42 S., R. 9 W., S. 21, NW4 Trickier 

4 Pine Springs T. 43 S., R. 9 W., S. 34, NE4 Catchment 

4 Pine Springs 

5 Mollies Nipple 

5 Mollies Nipple 

T. 44 S., R. 9 W., S. 3, NE4 Catchment 

T. 42 S., R. 3 W., S. 3, NE4 Trickier 

T. 42 S., R. 3 S., S. 12, NW4 Trickier 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f ill’/‘1 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

Wildlife 
Overlilv Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges 
July 1978 

Team 
July 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation WL-2.5. Improve habitat for deer and other species by 
allowing wildfires to burn on 250,000 acres of poor condition pinyon- 
juniper and sagebrush habitat (overlay 3). Human life and private 
property would not be jeopardized in these areas. Many areas have 
little vegetative ground cover and would have to be reseeded after a 
fire. 

Support. District Fire Management Plan. 

Rationale. Pinyon-juniper has invaded or increased in density over much 
of the planning unit, thus reducing other habitat types and habitat for 
a variety of wildlife. This increase was due in part to the control of 
wildfires which formerly burned the pinyon-juniper stands every few 
years and prevented invasion. Allowing wildfires to burn would return 
the pinyon-juniper habitat to a lower successional level, thus providing 
an opportunity for grasses, forbs, and shrubs to increase, and providing 
additional forage for deer. BLM Manual 1603 objective states that BLM 
manage habitat to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife in sufficient 
numbers to meet public demands, and to maintain habitat components to 
provide optimum edge and interspersion of components in important 
wildlife areas. The Kane County PAA shows that demands for wildlife 
based recreation is expected to increase 70 percent between I975 and 
1985. 

Impact Identification 

RM-3.4+ Tree cutting on Barracks Point, Twin llollow, Kinnikinnic would 
produce habitat improvements similar to burning. 

w-1.1. Allowing wild fires to burn will be harmful to frail watershed 
areas. 

Analysis of Impacts. There were no adverse impacts identified for this 
recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. The recommendation is modified to exclude 
45,340 acres of frail watershed area (W-1.1) from the limited control 
area. 

Decision. Accept the multiple use recommendation as modified by the 
district fire suppression plan. 

Support. Modify the district fire suppression plan to include the area 
of the recommendation. 

Note. i\ttach xiditlonal sheets. if needed /5”- 
--- --.-- 

/z;.,‘r-:,, :,i,,:r II,! )‘<‘f (‘TX-l’, Form. lwli)-21 ,Apr11 19751 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUiEAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

Name (MF P) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective Number 

WL-3 -- 

Hedges Objective.' Maintain and enhance 2,020 acres of riparian habitat 
Swain 36.5 miles of aquatic habitat on public lands for a variety of w 
Fagan including big game, small game, and nongame species. 

and 
ildlife 

Jensen 
July 1978 Rationale. Riparian and aquatic habitats comprise less than one percent 

of the total planning unit acreage, but is the most important habitat in 
terms of species diversity. Seventy-six percent of all vertebrate 
species recorded in the planning unit occur in these habitat types. 
Nearly half of those species are restricted to riparian or aquatic 
habitats. Ri.parian habitat provides important nesting and wintering 
habitat for many birds and is also used as a migration corridor. Ripar- 
ian and aquatic habitats are especially important for several game 
species including mule deer, cottontails, waterfowl, mourning doves, and 
gambel quail. In 1975, hunters spent $184,000 to hunt those species on 
public lands in Kane County. Riparian habitat is also utilized by one 
endangered species and 9 State sensitive species. 

There are 1,490 acres of riparian habitat that are being adversely 
impacted by livestock grazing and flooding. These conditions are in 
conflict with BLM, legislative, and executive policies as outlined in 
Public Law 92-500, .Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual Supplement 
6671, and BLM Draft Manual 6740. BLM Manual 1603 objective states that 
BLM manage habitats to maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species 
in sufficient numbers to'meet public demands. 

. _-_-_--- 
. iosrrrc, :tc,ns on rctY?rse) Form 1600-20 (April 19- 



UNITED STATES I 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.llFPI 
Vermilion 

Overlay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Hedges Recommendation WL-3.1. Improve 1,490 acres of riparian habitat on 
July 1978 public lands from poor or fair condition to good condition and maintain 

530 acres of good condition riparian habitat for a variety of wildlife 
by protecting from livestock grazing and other surface disturbing activ- 
ities (Overlay 1 and tables 7 and 8). Protection from livestock grazing 
can be provided either by fencing riparian habitat or by eliminating 
livestock grazing from allotments containing riparian habitat. The 
vegetative composition to be obtained from riparian habitat improvement 
is 60 percent cottonwoods and willows, and 30 percent perennial grasses, 
Carex, and Juncus. 

Support. Range, surface protection, operations. 

Rationale. Riparian-aquatic habitat is the most important habitat type 
in the planning unit in terms of species diversity. This habitat type 
comprises only 2,020 acres of public land or less than 1 percent of the 
planning unit total, but is inhabited by 231 species of wildlife (table 
1 and Appendix 1, URA Step 2 Animals). Tables 2, 3 and 4 (URA Step 3 
Wildlife) show that 74 percent of the riparian habitat is in poor or 
fair condition. These conditions are in conflict with BLM, legislative, 
and executive policies as outlined in Public Law 92-500, Executive 
Orders 11988 and 11990, US0 Manual Supplement 6671, and BLM Draft Manual 
6740. These mandates require that BLM improve riparian-aquatic habitat. 
BLM Manual 1603 objective states that BLM manage habitats to maintain a 
maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. The Kane County PAA shows that demands for wildlife 
based recreation will increase significantly between 1975 and 1985. 
Livestock grazing was identified in URA Step 3 as the major contributing 
cause of the degradation of riparian habitat. Flooding was a second, 
but minor cause of riparian degradation. A vegetative composition of 60 
percent cottonwoods and willows, and 30 percent grasses, Carex, and 
Juncus has been obtained on Virgin River allotment with 3 years non-use 
from livestock grazing. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

R-3.2+ Water Canyon - would improve or protect 240 acres of riparian 
habitat. 

R-4.1- All riparian areas - ORV use would damage vegetation and 
prevent improvement. 

CR-2.1+ Water Canyon - would prevent surface disturbance in riparian 
habitat. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

!il,‘:rl/(~lIolI~ on mr~crsc) 
- 2s 

Form t600-21 (April 19;Ii 



VR-1.3+ 

RM-2.2- 

RM-2.3+ 

RM-3.1- 

w-1.2+ 

w-1.5+ 

w-2.1- 

M-l.l- 

L-2.2 

L-3.1- 

L-4.2+ 

L-l.la- 

RM-1.3- 

RM-2.9- 

John R. Flat, Gravel Pit, Upper Hog, Driveway, Trail Canyon, 
Mollies Nipple, Art Canyon, Rock Springs e no livestock grazing 
would be allowed in riparian areas. 

Grazing will conflict with all areas in table 7 and 8. 

Increasing cover may help to improve condition of riparian 
habitat (table 7). All allotments. 

Potential for improvement would be reduced on 20 acres (Gravel 
Pit). 

Two years rest would benefit riparian habitat on Willis Canyon, 
Gravel Pit, Mollies Nipple, Trail Canyon, Driveway allotments. 

Would help to improve 2.5 miles of riparian in Lower Hog 
Allotment. 

Water Canyon allotment - complementary recommendation. 

Riparian habitat would be impacted at Muggins Flat (0.5 miles), 
Driveway (0.5), and Gravel Pit (0.2 miles), if gravel is 
removed. 

Would authorize existing water collecting facilities constructed 
in trespass in Water Canyon, Cottonwood Canyon and Middle Fork 
of Indian Canyon. 

Any development in riparian zone would be negative impact. 
(Kanab Creek, Johnson Wash) 

Would protect riparian habitat - Kanab Creek by insuring no 
developments. 

Potential for improvement would be reduced on 20 acres (Gravel 
Pit). 

Grazing will conflict with riparian habitat in Virgin River, 
Water Canyon, John R. Flat, Gravel Pit, Lower Hog, Upper Hog, 
Hells Bellows, Mollies Nipple. Grazing may also occur in 
areas identified as unsuitable for livestock grazing. 

Same as above (RM-1.3) 

Alternative 1. Do not exclude livestock grazing entirely from riparian 
areas by fencing or complete exclusion of livestock from the allotments. 
Improve riparian habitat through reducing livestock numbers to the 
carrying capacity of the range and through intensive livestock management. 

3: 



Team Impact Identification. The impacts associated with this alternative 

July 1978 were discussed in detail for Range recommendations RM 1.3 and 2.9 and 
will not be repeated here. 

Alternative 2. Provide protection for maintenance and improvement of 
riparian habitat by implementing the following. 

1. Continue to protect 530 acres of riparian habitat in good condition 
which is not presently used by livestock. Also eliminate livestock 
grazing from the upper portion of Water Canyon allotment. (Se. W2.1) 

2. Protect approximately six stream miles in the Virgin River by con- 
structing a type 4 drainage fence across the East Fork of the Virgin 
River at a point where the canyon narrows. This action would require 
less than 200 feet of fence. 

3. Eliminate livestock use in the south and southeast portions of the 
Poverty Flats allotment after seedings are established in the NQ of the 
allotment. This action will result in the protection of 7.6 miles of 
stream. 

Team Impact Identification. Implementing alternative two will result in a 
July 1978 loss of only seven AUMs since the prime riparian areas being protected 

are unsuitable for livestock grazing. 

Implementing this alternative will provide protection for 71% of the 
riparian habitat in the planning unit while not adversely affecting 
other resources. 

Fagan Analyses of Impacts. The following impacts on the recommendation are 

Sept 1978 considered to be positive or complementary and are considered to be an 
added benefit to the recommendation if implemented: R3.2, CR2.1, VR 
1.3, RM2.3, 2.4, W1.2, 1.5, 2.1, 4.2. The extent to which each of these 
positive or complementary recommendations will be implemented is dis- 
cussed in detail under the impact analysis and multiple use recommenda- 
tion sections for each specific recommendation. 

The extent to which ORV use will effect each riparian habitat area 
cannot presently be identified. ORV use patterns will be studied in 
detail and appropriate adjustments made in areas where significant 
resource damage is occurring R4.1. 

Range recommendations (RM2.2, 1.3 and 2.9) would allow grazing to con- 
tinue in some form in some riparian areas. A detailed analysis of these 
conflicts is made under each specific range recommendation. Reducing 
these allotments to carrying capacity of the range and implementing 
intensive livestock management including periodic rest periods will 
improve riparian habitat although perhaps not as fast as implementing 
the recommendation would do. 



Resource impacts from potential material sale cannot be analyzed until 
they occur. 

The potential loss of riparian habitat because of a potential realty 
action (L3.1, Ll.la) cannot be considered adverse until it happens. If 
and when the Bureau receives applications which would require the exclu- 
sion of other resources the impacts associated with the proposal will be 
analyzed in detail and the proper resource use adjustments made at that 
time. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept Alternative 2. 
Sept 1978 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the provision 
Jan 1981 that in funding projects, water will be made available to livestock as 

needed. A further provision is that each proposed fence will be built 
only after a feasibility determination and after consultation with 
interested and/or affected parties. 

Rationale. Further on-the-ground determinations on the need for and 
benefit of fences should be made to ensure correct conditions and needs 
will be satisfied. 



TABLE 7 

Riparian Habitat Improvement 

Prtority Stream 

1 East Fork Virgin River 

Allotment 

Virgin River 

BLM Miles of 
BLM Stream Fence 

Acres Miles Needed 

290 4.0 2.0 

2 Cottonwood and Water Canyons Water Canyon 220 3.0 0.5 ,' 

3 East Fork Virgin River Poverty Flat 290 4.0 4.0 

4 Upper Kanab Creek John R. Flat 40 0.5 2.0 

5 Lower Kanab Creek Gravel Pit 20 0.2 0.5 i:* '.l .; 

6 Lower Hog Canyon Lower Hog 100 2.5 6.0 

7 Upper Hog Canyon Upper Hog 100 3.0 7.0 

8 Johnson Lakes 

9 Meadow Creek 

10 Mineral Creek 

11 Johnson Wash 

12 Tiny Canyon 

13 Buckskin Wash 

Canyon Hell's Bellows 120 2.5 3.0 

Poverty Flat 100 5.0 3.0 ' “ 

Poverty Flat * 10 0.6 1.0 ,>/ '.'I '- 

Driveway 10 0.5 1.0 

Red Knoll 20 1.5 1.5 

Mollies Nipple 10 0.3 0.5 

14 Kitchen Canyon Hollies Nipple 40 1.0 2.0 

1,490 29.4 34.0 



TABLE 7 

Riparian Habitat Improvement 

Priority Stream Allotment 

BLM Miles of 
BLM Stream Fence 

Acres Miles Needed 

1 East Fork Virgin River Virgin River 290 4.0 2.0 

2 Cottonwood and Water Canyons Water Canyon 220 3.0 0.5 

3 East Fork Virgin River Poverty Flat 290 4.0 4.0 

4 Upper Kanab Creek John R. Flat 40 0.5 2.0 

5 Lower Kanab Creek Gravel Pit 20 0.2 0.5 

6 Lower Hog Canyon Lower Hog 100 2.5 6.0 

7 Upper Hog Canyon Upper Hog 100 3.0 7.0 

a Johnson Lakes Canyon Hell's Bellows 120 2.5 3.0 

9 Meadow Creek Poverty Flat 100 5.0 3.0 

10 Mineral Creek Poverty Flat 10 0.6 1.0 

11 Johnson Wash Driveway 10 0.5 1.0 

12 Tiny Canyon Red Knoll 20 1.5 1.5 

13 Buckskin Wash Mollies Nipple 10 0.3 0.5 

14 Kitchen Canyon Mollies Nipple 40 1.0 2.0 

1,490 29.4 34.0 

k-A 

PC. 

d 
~~~~~_r__~~~l_j~~--~-~~-~nn~~-~~~~~~.~~~”~~-~-~~-,~ _-~~-_a_j~~x~~-~~~~--- ~~-IuIII-~~~~L-pII,-~~-~.~~~ // ,I,,. 1, 



TABLE 8 

Riparian Habitat Maintenance 

BLM 
BLM Stream 

Priority Stream Allotment Acres Miles 

1 Upper Water Canyon Water Canyon 80 1.0 

2 South Fork Indian Canyon Water Canyon 30 0.4 

3 Middle Fork Indian Canyon Water Canyon 30 0.3 

4 Upper Indian Canyon Art Canyon 10 0.2 

5 Middle Kanab Creek Unallotted 310 2.7 

6 Lower Johnson Wash Eightmile Gap 10 0.5 

7 South Fork Tiny Canyon Red Knoll 20 1.0 

a Rock Canyon Rock Springs 40 1.0 

530 7.1 



TABLE 8 

Riparian Habitat Maintenance 

Priority Stream 

1 Upper Water Canyon 

BLM 
BLM Stream 

Allotment Acres Miles 

Water Canyon 80 1.0 

2 South Fork Indian Canyon Water Canyon 30 0.4 

3 Middle Fork Indian Canyon Water Canyon 30 0.3 

4 Upper Indian Canyon Art Canyon 10 0.2 

5 Middle Kanab Creek Unallotted 310 2.7 

6 Lower Johnson Wash Eightmile Gap 10 0.5 

7 South Fork Tiny Canyon Red Knoll 20 1.0 

a Rock Canyon Rock Springs 40 1.0 

530 7.1 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ! ~lf~l'l 

Vermilion 
Actlrity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Hedges 
July 1978 

Team 
July 1978 

Fagall 
5ept 1978 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 
Jensen 
Jan 1981 

Recommendation WL-3.2. Provide additional cover and water for a variety 
of wildlife by fencing 2 reservoirs and 6 springs (Overlay 1 and table 
9) to prevent trampling damage and heavy grazing by livestock. 

Support. Operations. 

Rationale. Springs and reservoirs provide water and cover for many 
species of wildlife. Livestock also utilize these waters and often 
congregate in the vicinity of springs and reservoirs. Vegetation near 
these waters is often heavily utilized and reservoir shorelines are 
usually trampled by livestock. Fencing these waters would prevent 
damage from livestock and provide additional cover and water for wild- 
life. 

Impact Identification 

R-l.l- Sand Spr (Art Canyon) water development. Water would not be 
available for wildlife. 

Impact Analysis. The Sand Spring water development will be done in such 
a way so as to provide water for both wildlife and recreation uses. 
(see multiple use recommendation for R-1.1.) 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 

Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 

Note. i\ttach additional sheets. if needai 330 
---- 

,lt;5:,:,, ;,r,,,\ r,,, ICI CTTI’I Form 16W-21 (April 1075) 



Table 9 

Spring and Reservoir Improvement 

Name of Water Allotment Location ,- 
, , 

I 

Kane Spring Kane Spring S. i, T. 43 S., R. 9 W. ' 

Reservoir Harris Flat S. 1, T. 43 S., R 9 W. 

Sand Spring Art Canyon S. 17, T. 43 S., R. 7 2. 

Moncur Spring 

Seaman Spring 

Clay Flat 

Glasseye 

S. 1, T. 42 S., R.:g 

5. 33, T. 42 S., R. 4 W. 

Sheep Spring Sheep Spring S. 5, T. 43 S., R. 5 W. 

Ram Spring Sheep Spring S. 5, T. 43 S., R. 5 W. 

Reservoir Pine Spring S. 34, T. 43 S., R. 9 W. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name iMFP j 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

Wt.-y 

Hedges, Objective. Maintain and expand habitat for one Federally endangered 
Swain, species by maintaining ponderosa pine as winter roosting sites for bald 
Fagan, eagles. 
Jensen 
July 1978 Rationale,, Endangered species have suffered from habitat loss and human 

interference throughout much of their ranges. Although many laws have 
been enacted for their protection, they have generally failed to ade- 
quately respond. Public interest in these species has increased in 
recent years. 

All wildlife species have values , either economic or aesthetic, which 
justify proper management and protection of their habitat. Preservation 
of habitat for the bald eagle is mandated by the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, the Bald Eagle Act, and BLM Manual 6840. 

-- -; --- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 111;1’, 

, Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

. Wildlife 
Overlav Refcrcnce 

Step 1 Step 3 

Hedges Recommendation WL 4.l. Maintain 2,490 acres of ponderosa pine as winter 
July 1978 roosting sites for bald eagles, and nesting sites for other raptors and 

band-tailed pigeons by not allowing any cutting of Jive or dead standing 
trees (Overlay 1). 

Support. None. 

Rationale, These stands of ponderosa pine are important winter roosting 
sites for a small number of bald eagles as well as nesting sites for 
several species of raptors. BLM is mandated by Section 7 of the Endan- 
gered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205) and BLM Manual 6840 to 
conserve endangered species by insuring that critical habitat of those 
species are not adversely modified or destroyed. 

Fagan Impact Analysis. No negative impacts are associated with this recommen- 
Sept 1978 dation. 

Fao>n Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
Sf 378 
Je,. .I Decision. Accept the recommendation. 

Jan 1981 

Note Attach additronal sheets. if neetle~l 

/i:,.‘f:,, :,,,,1\ rr,, ,C’! c’r’,‘I 
.- 

293 
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Hedges 
Jul 1978 

nrr InterdcttuP 
hctlvity - Wildli -- 

Conflicting 
or Positfve 

Would Xccepitng 
Conflicting 

POSSible Recommendation 
to E:odify Elimln~~tr All 

Recommendat ior1 Without- or Part of Your 
Reconwendation Number tiaber tillat is the Conflict or Pobittve lntrractton and iiov Nuch? CO~prOl3tS~ Recommendation - 

XL-l.1 lul-3. l- 

W-l. l- 

L-l. la- 

L-3.1- 

Would eliminate potential transplant site - 200 acres - Gravel Pit. 

Hollies Nipple vater developmerlte would be excluded. (2 tricklers) 

Kould e1ii;rlnat.e potentidl transplant site - 200 acres - Gravel Pit. 

Developments in corridcr could impact quail transplant in that portion of transplant 
area. (All sites) 

Ye3 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Part 

Part 

Fart 

Parc 



Hedges 
July 1978 HFP Interact 1% 

Activity - Ilildl..- 

Would Accepting 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Reconnendat ion 
or Positive Eliminate All 

Recommendation 
to Modify 

without or Part of sour 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How tluch? Compromise Recommendation 

WI.-2.1 R&1.2* 

R&2.4+ 

RN-2 .h+ 

w-3.4+ 

P-1.1* 

Vll-1.3+ 

W-l. 3+ 

Rx-2.8- 

H-l.l- 

L-3 .‘I- 

L-3.2- 

L-3.4- 

L-l.lb- 

FUt-4.1+ 

All allotments - forage would be available to meet pstentlal numbers. 

Additlnnal desirable forage wou!d be available to meet potential deer uumbers on 
59 allotment4. 

Chaining could provide ndditlonal forage for deer (Flood Canyon) 58 AUHs. 

Tree cutting could provide additional forage on Barracks Point, Kinnlkinnic. Twin 
Hollow. Kanah Creek. 

Cutting would open canopy and could provide additional forage - tfollies Nipple, Pine 
Hollow. Sink Role, YellowJacket. Sethy’s Canyon, Buck Pasture. 

Would meet potential forage needs on 24 allotments - Aitpo.rt, Art Canyon, Brown 
Canyon, Cougar Canyon, Dry Lake, Eight Hile Cap, Elephant Cove. Farm Canyon. Five 
Nile ten., Crnnary Ranch, Gravel Pit, Kanah Creek, Kane SprinR, Kinnikinnic. Lost 
Sprtn~ Cap. tieaf, U3k Spring. Old Fort, Red Ruttc, Red Knoll, Thompson Point, 
Virgin River, White Sage. Lost Spring. 

Would provtdc additional forage for deer on Five Hile Ytn. (209 AIMS). Flood Canyon 
(100). JI+NI R. Flat (97), Nollies Nipple (322). Seanan (112). Vermilion (245). White 
Sage (85). 

There vould be a shorL,ijie of AlWs for deer at potential on Cannel (35). Drivevay (1). 
Fishtail (2), Flag Point (Z), Hells Bellows (4), Johns”” Lakes (4). Johnson Ranch (II), 
Locke RidEc (26)) Loucr hog (14). Did Fort (25). School Section (12), Trail Well (6). 
Uatcr Canynn (l), Wlllls Canyon (ll), YelLovJackct (2). 

NO 

Removal of gravel could result in loss of forage on Uillow Spring, Chris Spring. and 
Old Fort (max. of 40 AlJ?is tot:11). 

Corridor could rcsxlt in maxinum loss of 640 Alitis of forage. 

No 

Corridor could result in maximun loss of 288 AU% of forage. 

Corridor could result In mwimum loss of 54 AU% of forage. 

Disposal would result in loss of 2 federal AU% of forage (Carmel). 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

ProJects would provide addittonnl forage u” the following allotments: Mollies Nipple 
(1,216 AU%), Vernilio” (626). Five tlilc Htn (515). Sink Role (170). Johnson Lake (187). 
Locke Ridge (9), tleadou Canyon (206). Johnson Point (77), Flood Canyon (53). White Sage 
(47). Neaf (74). Seeps (160). School Section (3), Dry Lake (26), Red Butte (25), Upper 
Hog (8). Poverty Flat (73). Barracks Point (87), Tvin ltollou (51). Clay Flat (53). 
Yellowjacket (80). Buck Posture (22), Willow Spring, 
(231). Trail Well (35). Kane Spring (87). 

(3). Chris Spring (65). Pine Spring 
Rock Spring (22), FAR (El), Swallow Park (112). 

John R. Flat (162). Sheep Spring (3). Oak Spring (23). 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 



Hedges 
Jill. 1978 

HFP Interact ion 
Activity - Wildlife -- 

Would Accepting 

Conflicting 
Conflicting 

Possible Ra2cor.lmr”datio” 
or Positive to Xodify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendat ion Number Number What is the Cnnfltct or Positive Interaction and llow !tlxh? compromise Recomzendaclon 

m-2.2 w-1.1- 

w-1.3+ 

RN-2.2- 

RM-2.3+ 

RM-2.b 

R-4 .l- 

R-3.3+ 

VR-1.3+ 

U-l .2+ 

RN-4.1+ 

Part 

All allotments listed (table 4) - winter use vould increase amount of use by livestock 
on blrterbr~rsh and cliffroso. 

NO NOW 

Graztng conflicts would he reduced or eliminated on all allotments except Kinnikinnic and 
Red Knoll (livestock AU!!s were not reduced from present), 

Winter use by livestock may not allov hitterbrush and cllfftosc to increase to 10 percent 
composition. (Poverty Flat, John R. Flat, Dry Lake, Sink Holes, Barracks Point, Buck 
Pasture, YellouJxkct, Red Canyon, Brov” Canyon, FAR, Hwdow Canyon) 

No 

Spring and early summer grazing annually would not provide Z consccutlvc years rest during 
growing season for bitterbrush and cliffrose. (Elephant Cove, Kane Spring. Harris Flat, 
Chris Spring. Willow Spring, Red Knoll. Scthy’s Canyon, Clay Flat. Cinnfkinnlc, Farm Canyon, 
Art Canyon. Johns”” lake, Flood Canyon. Yellowjacket, Trail Canyon, Vermilion, Nolliee Nipple) 

Rest vould improve the condition of bitterbrush and cliffrose on all alloements in 
table 4 (except Flag Point. Brown Capyos, Vermilion, Yellowjacket, which will not be 
rested), 

Composltton on bitterbrush (10 percent) is same as recommended for deer (table 4). All 
allotments except Flag Point and Old Fort. 

Desirable browse species could be impacted by ORVs on these 30 allotments. 

Would resolve grazing conflict on Art Canyon. 

Would provide addtttonal forage and help resolve grazing conflict on Elephant Cove. Kane 
Spring, Red Knoll, Kinnikinnic, Farm Canyon, Dry Lake. Art Canyon, Vld Fort, Brown Canyon. 

Two years rest is conpementary virh this recommendation - Kane Spring, Harris Flat, 
Scthy’o Canyon, Yellowjacket, Buck Pasture, Wllow Spring, Chris Spring, Fed Knoll, 
Red Canyon, Trail Canyon, Dry Lake, Johnson Canyon. Jolinsoo Lake, Vermilion, Mollies 
Nipple, Sink Ilole. 

Fifty percent utilization would benefit hitterbrush and cliffrose on all allotments. 
(Table 4) 

Would provide additional forage and should help to improve condition of several 
allotments: Poverty Flat, Barracks Point, Yelloujackct, Clay Flat, Buck Pasture, Willow 
Spring, Chris Spring, Kane Spring, John R. Flat, Johnson Canyon, FAR. Uppeq Hog, 
Meadow Canyon, Flood Canyon, Johnson Lakes, Sink Holes. Vermilion, Hollies Nipple. 

. , _ . . , ̂  , . 
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Hedges 
Jul: 1978 

MFP Interactton 
Activity - Wildlife 

Would Accepting 

Conflicting 
Conflicting 

Possible Recomnendation 
or Positive 

Recommendation 
to Modify Eliminate All 

Without Of Part .of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interactton and iiow :luchl Compromise Reconmendat ion 

Wl.-2.3 R-4. l- 

p-1.1+ 

VR-1. l- 

w-4.1+ 

ORVs may affect establishment bf vegetation on a11 treatment sites. 

Hollies Nipple - 8ilme area as proposed chaining. 

Hollies Nipple chaining - may require modification. 

Poverty Flat chaining - 200 acres and 16 available ALMs vould be eliminated. 

Sane ar’ca as projects on Poverty Flat, Barracks Point, Twin Hollow, Kane Spring. 
Molliea Nipple. 

NO None 

YeI3 Part 

Yes Pert 



Hedges 
July, 1978 

Would Accrpttnp. 

Conflicting 
Conflict lng 

Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommenda t lon Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

WL-2.4 RM-2.5+ Water development in similar location as proposed for deer would be suitahle if modified 
for wildlife use. (Rock Spring, Pine Spring) 

Other vater developments would also benefit ulldllfe if designed for vildlife use. 



Hedges 

July, 1978 
Act vlty - 

Ff[t’ Intcri~cjfjyrr~O 
I- . 

C!oulrl Accept Ina 

Conf llcting 
Conflicting 

Possihle Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Wlthout or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Fluch? Compromise Recommenda t ion 

m-2.5 R&3.4+ Tree cutting on Barracks Point, Twin Hollow, Kinnikinnic would produce habitat improve- 
ments sinilar to burning. 



MFP In~~ractlon 
Act lvit ‘i ldlife 

Would Accept lng 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendat ion 
or Positive to Modlfy Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendat ion 

WL-3.1 R-3.2+ 

R-4.1- 

CR-2.1+ 

VR-1.3+ 

RM-2.2- 

RM-2.3+ 

RM-2.4+ 

RM-3. l- 

w-1.2+ 

W-l. 5+ 

w-2.1+ 

M-l .l- 

L-2.2+ 

L-3.1- 

L-4.2+ 

L-l.la- 

RM-1.3- 

RM-2.9- 

No 

NO 

No 

No 

NO None 
.I 

No Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Water Canyon - would improve or protect 240 acres of riparian habitat. 

All riparian areas - would damage vegetation and prevent improvement. 

Water Canyon - r:ould prevent surface disturbances in riparian habitat. 

John R. Flat, Gravel Pit, Upper Hog, Driveway, Red Knoll, Hollies Nipple, Art 
Canyon, Rock Springs - no livestock grazing would be allowed in riparian areas. 

Grazing will conflict with all areas in table 7 and 8. 

Rest would improve the condition of several riparian areas (table 7 and 8) allotments: 
Poverty Flat, John R. Flat, Lower Hog, Upper Hog, Hells Bellows, Driveway, Red Knoll 
Mollies Nipple. Art Canyon, Rock Spring. 

Increasing cover may help to Lmprove condltlon of riparian habitat (table 7). All 
allotments. 

Potential for improvement would be reduced on 20 acres (Gravel Pit). 

TWO years rest would benefit rlparlan habitat on Willis Canyon, Gravel Pit, Mollies 
Nipple, Red Knoll, Driveway allotments. 

Would help to improve 2.5 miles of riparian in Lower Hog allotment. 

Water Canyon allotment - complementary recommendation. 

Riparian habitat would be impacted at Eightmile Gap (0.5 miles), Driveway (0.5), and 
Gravel Pit (0.2 miles), if gravel is removed. 

Would improve and protect 0.9 mlles of riparian habitat - Water Canyon. 

Any development in riparlan zone would be ncgatfve impact. (Kanab Creek, Johnson Wash) 

Would protect riparian habitat - Kanab Creek by insuring no developments. 

Potentlal for improvement would be reduced on 20 acres (Gravel Pit). 

Grazing will conflict with riparian hahitat in Virgin River, Water Canyon, John R. Flat, 
Gravel Pit, Lower Hog, Upper Hog, Hells Bellows, ?lollies Nipple. Grazing may also occur 
in areas identified as unsuitable for livestock grazing. 

Same as above (RM-1.3) except Gravel Pit. 



ly, 1978 

Activity - Wilt 

Would Accepting 
Conflictlog 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to NodLfy Elfmlnnte All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
commendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

WL-3.2 R-l.l- Sand Spr (Art Canyon) water development. Water would not be available for wildlife. Yes Part 



ILU&C.Y 

uly, 1978 
MFP Interact 

Activity - s 

Conf lictlng 
or Positive 

Would hcccp t ing 
Conflicting 

Possible Recommcndat ion 
to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
,ecommrndation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendat ion 

WL-4.1 R-3.3+ Art Canyon - protect ponderosa pine. 

8, II 
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I,LU&L3 

July 1978 

IIFI’ Interact tcq 
Activity - Wildlife 

Would Accepting 
Conflicting 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

R-4.1- ORV would impact wildlife habitat unitwide. Critical deer vinter ranges would be 
sdversely impacted (Buckskin Mtn., Poverty Flat. Barracks Point, Twin Rollow, Virgin River). 



‘.. 
:iFr Interaction 

Activity WildI!’ ncilietlonn 

WOUl Zting 
Cantllctfng 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Ellsinate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interactton and Hou Huch? Compromise Recommendation 

12 ml-4 .l- 

7 RN-4. I- 

12 RM-3.4- 

1 M-3.4- 

Chaining on Twin Ilollou would eliminate 610 acres of good condition habitat 
for blue grouse. 

Chainings on Poverty FLat (680 acres) and Barracks Point (1,050 acres) would 
eliminate roost sites for band-tailed pigeons. 

Clear-cutting would eliminate 480 acres of band-tailed pigeon roost sites on 
Barracks Point. 

Clear-cutting would eliminate 770 acres of good condition habitat for blue 
grouse on Twin Hollow. 

, 



Reconciliation of URA Step 4 - Recreation 

1. Recreation and Public Purposes Act. An opportunity was noted to 
review the areas classified under the R&PP Act and make more aoorooriate 
segregations where necessary. This opportunity is considered'to'be an 
administrative procedure, not requiring an MFP decision to accomplish. 
Also, a review of the Paria Primitive Area segregation is an adminis- 
trative action, not requiring an MFP decision. 

2. Hunting. The URA indicates that the only opportunities for improve- 
ment of hunting in the Vermilion Unit are involved with improvement of 
wildlife habitat, which would increase game populations and improve 
hunting. Since the wildlife portions of MFP contains adequate recommen- 
dations for the improvement of wildlife habitat in the unit, it would be 
repetitive to duplicate these recommendations in the recreation MFP-1. 
The technical recommendations for improving wildlife habitat should also 
improve hunting, and their implementation will enhanch hunting in the 
Vermilion Unit. 

3. Collecting. The opportunities for enhancement of collecting were 
to prohibit sales of colored sand and petrified wood and to inform the 
public of the availability of these materials for free collection. 
These are opportunities for administrative actions, not requiring allo- 
cative decision, therefore no recommendations were made for this 
activity. 

4. Opportunities for collection of fuelwood were identified as were 
potential cutting areas. These areas are a duplication of similar 
opportunities identified in the forest products URA. In the interest of 
developing a concise plan and avoiding duplication, the recreational 
aspects of fuelwood collection are not treated in the recreation re- 
commendations. 

5. Sightseeing - Other Cultural. Interpretation opportunities of 
vegetative manipulations were not brought forward since this feature had 
a low quality rating and public interest in this kind of land treatment 
is considered to be low. 

6. Sightseeing-Geological. The Flood Canyon dinosaur tracks were not 
brought forward since they are a relatively small feature and located in 
an area which is inaccessable. The investment needed to make them 
available to the public would be higher than is appropriate for the 
site. 

7. Sightseeing-Botanical. Several areas were not carried forward. 
These were Little No Man's Mesa, Hog Canyon, Red Canyon, and Chinle 
formations. They were not recommended-because -their quality as examples 
of natural values or as sightseeing attractions was relatively low. 
Only the best sites were carried forward. These will be an adequate 
representation of botanical values. 

1 



8. Sightseeing-Zoological. As in hunting, opportunities are based on 
the improvement of wildlife habitat which would improve wildlife popula- 
tions. Recommendations to improve sightseeing opportunities would be a 
repetition of wildlife habitat recommendations. To prevent duplications 
and develop a more concise plan these opportunities were not carried 
forward. 

9. Other Management Opportunities. Current recreational demand does 
not warrant development of any of the sites except Sand Springs. the 
Diana's Throne site is probably an exception to this statement. There 
is enough demand for overnight camping by highway travelers on U.S. 89 
to provide relatively heavy use at Diana's Throne. However, development 
of a facility there would compete directly with commercial camping 
facilities, and more importantly, would divert scarce funding from sites 
which are directly associated with uses of the public lands. Sites 
which provide accommodation to visitors engaged primarily in activities 
on public lands should receive priority over accomodations for highway 
travelers. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name INFFI 

Vermilion 
Activity 
Recreation 
Objective Number 

Peterson Objective. R-l. Develop recreation sites needed to accomodate users 
Swain and to facilitate recreational uses of public lands. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. Bureau of Land Management Policy (1603.12C3) states that the 
July 1978 visitor management program of the Bureau will include the development of 

facilities. 

Development of facilities can help control visitors, distribute use, 
concentrate the impacts of users into areas which are developed to 
accomodate them, and improve health and safety conditions. 

3 
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UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I’.UFPI 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

n 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

Recommendation R-1.1. Develop a small overnight camping and trailhead 
facility at Sand Springs within 5 years. This would involve about 40 
acres. Developments could include about 3 camp units, vault type rest- 
rooms, parking area, road improvements, fencing, and water development. 

Peterson An activity plan is needed to guide specific management activities. The 
JULY 1978 plan should be developed in conjunction with activity planning for the 

proposed Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon Natural Area. The site 
(160 acres) has been segregated from mineral entry under the Classifi- 
cation and Multiple Use Act. A hiking trail of about 1.5 miles should 
be constructed to link Sand Springs with the South Fork Indian Canyon 
Pictograph Site. The access road to the site should be closed from the 
point it intersects with the road which leads south from Sand Springs to 
Moquith Mountain. The segregation from mineral entry should be main- 
tained and mineral leasing operations prohibited. The area should be 
designated closed to off-road vehicles. 

Expand and improve facilities at Ponderosa Grove. An activity plan 
should be developed to guide future development. Needed improvements 
will include well and water system, traffic circulation and parking and 
additional picnic units. Space is available in the present site for 
most improvements with the possible exception of the well site. 

Support 

Recreation--Activity plan. 

Lands--Withdrawal review. 

Operations--Facility, road, trail, and water development. 

Rationale. A site at Sand Springs will be needed to accomodate and 
control visitors to Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon and Ponderosa 
Sand Dunes. If the sand dune area is designated for ORV use, develop- 
ment at Sand Springs could accomodate vehicle-oriented users. 

The site could provide access to South Fork Indian Canyon 
trail of 1 to 1.5 miles. It is adjacent to the sand dunes. 
aesthetically very pleasant; it has water available and suff 
for development. It receives overnight use at this time, 
access is very poor. Only four-wheel drive vehicles or dune 
reach the site at this time. 

via a hiking 
The site is 

icient space 
even though 
buggies can 

4 
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The site was segregated (160 acres) in 1970 under the Classification and 
Multiple Use Act. It is segregated from all forms of entry, including 
mineral, and from surface use and occupancy under the mineral leasing 
laws. 

Sand Springs is the most logical and appropriate location for a devel 
ment serving the Cottonwood Canyon and Moquith Mountain areas, and 
provide additional variety in facilities available to the users of 
Coral Pink Sand Dunes. 

op- 
can 
the 

The South Fork Indian Canyon Pictograph site is in very good conditi on, 
probably because poor access keeps most vandals away. If the road into 
Sand Springs is improved access to the pictograph site will be improved 
also and the likelihood of vandalism will increase. By closing the 
short access road to the site and limiting access to a hiking trail, the 
risk of vandalism to the pictographs can probably be reduced. The hike 
from Sand Springs is shorter than the walk most visitors are required to 
make at this time, since only four wheel drive vehicles can get past 
Sand Springs and the only marked access for hikers is along the road. 

The Ponderosa Grove site needs a number of improvements or modifica- 
tions. These modifications should be confined to the existing site, 
however, some could be placed outside the existing fence. Improvements 
on the site could improve the quality of the site and provide a greater 
range of accomodations to the public. 

T Impact Identification 
July 1978 WL-3.2 Proposed campground would conflict with wildlife's recom- 

mendation to develop spring area for use by wildlife. 
R-2.2 (+) Interpretive development would complement campground 

development. 40 acres, Art Canyon allotment. 
VR-1.1 (-) VRM class II area, may require design modifications. 40 

acres, Art Canyon allotment. 
VR-1.2 (+) Removal of intrusion #ll would complement campground 

development. 1 acre, Art Canyon allotment. 
RM-2.5 (-) Use of Sand Spring for stock water would impair use as 

campground. 40 acres, Art Canyon allotment. 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. This campground could be designed 
Sept 1978 and constructed in such a way to completely eliminate the conflict with 

wildlife and livestock (WL-3.2, RM-2.5) by developing sufficient storage 
and pipeline for both wildlife and livestock. 

This campground could easily be designed in such a way so as not to 
affect the proposed VRM Class II rating (VR-1.1). 

The conflicts identified with this proposal can be essentially elimi- 
nated by construction and design considerations as outlined in the 
support requirements below. The only reasonable alternative is that of 
not developing a campground at this site and this alternative will not 
be considered further in this analysis. 

5 



F? Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
St 378 

Support Requirements. Design the campground in such a way so as not to 
change the VRM Class II rating. 

Develop sufficient water storage and pipeline to provide water for both 
wildlife and livestock. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that Sand Spring will not be developed until visitor use data shows the 

Ponderosa Grove and Coral Pink Sand Dunes Park cannot meet the recrea- 
tional needs of the area. 

Rationale. Demand is not great enough to justify recreational develop- 
ment at this time. 

*** It should be noted that 225 acres of public land within the Water 
Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon area has been designated an ACEC. 
Although the designation does not amend this decision, a management 
plan is being drafted which will give specific management objectives 
for this area. 

)(&4 fld /~-Y-t% 



UNITED STATES Name IjVFPI 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 
Vermilion 
Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Peterson Objective. R-2. Expand opportunities for sightseeing and public 
Swain enjoyment of cultural and natural features in the Vermilion Planning 
Fagan Unit. 
Jensen 
July 1978 Rationale. Bureau of Land Management Policy (1603.12C3) provides for 

protective development of all significant natural, historic, and cul- 
tural values and provisions for public use of these values where con- 
sistent with preservation goals. Bureau policy also allows for an 
adequate variety and supply of outdoor recreation commensurate with 
public needs, resource potentials, and environmental quality. The PAA 
shows that there is a considerable potential demand in Kane County for 
sightseeing and related experiences. This demand is associated with the 
large flow of tourists who pass through the area. This recreation- 
oriented public is generally attracted to the area by the scenic re- 
sources of national parks and, secondarily, by the resources of national 
forests and public lands. These travelers exert a very strong influence 
on the local economy, as well as generating a substantial demand for 
sightseeing opportunities, particularly near highways. 

In 1975, more than 3 million people visited the unit. More than 90 
percent of the visitors were travelers on various highways. About 40 
percent of all highway travelers were from out of state and about 66 
percent were recreation-oriented tourists. A 37 percent increase in 
travel occurred in the unit between 1968 and 1975. 

More than 60 percent of retail businesses in Kane County cater partially 
or entirely to tourist demands such as food, lodging, gifts, gasoline, 
and entertainment. About 12 to 18 percent of total personal income in 
southwestern Utah is generated from local expenditures of tourists. In 
comparison, about 7 percent of personal income is derived from agricul- 
ture, according to the SEP. During 1971 Kane County was visited by 
1,297,500 tourists who spent $3,900,700. These figures have been pro- 
jected to increase to 3,495,300 visitors and $21,178,396 in expenditures 
in the county by 1985, according to the PAA. Expenditures by tourists 
in the 5 county area of southwestern Utah totaled over 24 million dol- 
lars in the 1974-75 season. This was the second highest expenditure 
total in Utah, only slightly behind the Salt Lake City area. 

--___ 2Yzczz--. _---- 
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7 
3/= --. 

Form 1600-10 (April 19Tj) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTillENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1 Ili’i’i 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

step I step 3 

Peterson Recommendation R-2.1. Protect and enhance opportunities for sightseeing 
July 1978 of historical and archaeological resources. Table 1 shows the 7 sites 

which warrant attention and management needs. Development of these 
sites would involve about 420 acres. Off-road vehicles would be ex- 
cluded from development areas. 

Insure that cultural values are protected by stabilization, excavation, 
or other appropriate means. Develop an interpretive program which 
brings these resources into context. Prepare a plan for each site to 
guide protection/development actions. Include consideration of direc- 
tional signing, protection of cultural features, visitor protection, 
access, roads and parking areas, trail development, and interpretive 
development in each site plan. The specific characteristics and needs 
of each site will determine the application of management actions. 
Insure legal access for Montezuma Mine, Long Canyon and Shinarump sites 
through private lands in T42S R5W Sec. 11, T42S R5W Sec. 28, and T43S 
R4W Sec. 32. These areas should be withdrawn from mineral entry and 
mineral lease operations should be prohibited. 

Support Requirements. 

Recreation--Interpretive and site plans 

Lands--Access 

Operations--Construction 

Archeology--Excavation, stabilization 

Rationale. These sites have readily visible and highly interesting 
characteristics. They represent the best potential for interpretation 
and enjoyment in an area that is richly endowned with cultural features. 
Effective protection, development, and interpretation of these sites can 
provide valuable recreational and educational experiences to the public. 
A good interpretive program can help to protect these and other sites by 
developing an appreciation of their value in the visitor. 

There is potential for attracting a large number of visitors to these 
sites. Three of the sites, Telegraph Flats, Shinarump and Crescent 
Butte, are readily available from US 89. The two sites in Johnson 
Canyon can be reached from US 89 in a short time. The other three sites 
could be connected by a hiking trail between US 89 and Sand Springs. 
The URA indicates that between 409,000 and 1,461,OOO travelers used 

Note: ,\ttach additIona sheets. if needed 
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various stretches of US 89 in the Vermilion unit. About 66 percent of 
these travelers are tourists who are sightseeing oriented. Many are 
passing through the unit to major sightseeing attractions in the region 
such as Zion, Bryce, or Grand Canyon National Parks. A smilar site, 
Paria Townsite/Movie Set, in adjacent Paria Planning Unit, attracted 
more than 6,000 visitors last year in spite of the fact that it is more 
than 6 miles from US 89. Sites such as Crescent Butte and Shinarump 
Cliffs have potential for attracting the most visitors since they are 
closer to the highway. 

The PAA indicates that tourism is extremely important to the economy of 
Kane County. This importance is emphasized by the fact that more than 
60 percent of retail businesses in Kane County cater to tourists, either 
partially or entirely. About 12 to 18 percent of personal income in 
this part of Utah is derived from tourism, while about 7 percent is 
derived from agriculture of all types. 

Encouraging tourists to extend their stay in the area is a major goal of 
the Utah Travel Council and is identified by the Institute of Outdoor 
Recreation and Tourism at Utah State University as a need in the area. 
Development of interpretive sites such as these may encourage tourists 
to stay in the area longer and provide added injections into the local 
economy. 

Team Identification of Impacts 
Jl,’ 1.978 

R-4.1 ORV use would be incompatible with interpretation/protection 
of cultural resources. 420 acres, First Point, Trail Canyon, 
Meadow Canyon, Neaf, Dish Pan, Navajo Wells, and Mollies 
Nipple Allotments. 

VR-1.1 

M-l.2 

L-3.1 

V-l 

R-2.1 

Developments in Class II areas may need design modification. 
161.5 acres Neaf, Dish Pan, Clay Flat, Pine Hollow, 5-Mile 
Mountain and Mollies Nipple allotments. 

Commercial petrified wood removal would detract from Shinarump 
Cliffs site. 40 acres, Navajo Wells allotment. 

Crescent Butte site is located in utility corridor. 160 
acres, Neaf, Dish Pan allotments. 

Access to Crescent Butte site may be threatened by threatened 
and dendangered plants. 

420 acres recommended for withdrawal from entry under Mining 
Law would prevent mineral exploration and possible discovery 
of minerals. Areas are small enough for no surface stipula- 
tions on oil and gas leases. 



Alternatives. The only reasonable alternative to this recommendation is 
that of no action. Since the majority of impacts can be eliminated or 
mitigated substantially no alternatives to this proposal will be anal- 
yzed. 

F? Analysis of Impacts. The use of ORV would not be compatible with protec- 

St. .978 tion of these sites (R-4.1). This is considered an unavoidable impact, 
however the acreage that would be closed (420 acres) to ORV use is small 
composed to the total planning unit acreage and is not expected to be a 
significant loss to ORV users on public lands in this planning unit. 

By development in connection with this recommendation will be analyzed 
individually as to their impact on the recommended VRM class. Every 
effort will be made to design the developments in such a way so as not 
to interfere with the recommended class. (See analysis of impacts 
section for VR-1.1) 

There are several other areas available for commercial petrified wood 
collection (M-1.2). Exclusion of this 40 acre site from future commer- 
cial petrified wood sales would not significantly alter the overall 
supply of petrified wood for commercial users. 

The cresent Butte site will not be designated as a potential utility 
corridor. See impact analysis and multiple use recommendation for L- 
3.1. 

A detailed on the ground inventory will be made of threatened and endan- 
gered plants prior to constructing any access to the cresent butte site 
(V-l) and every effort will be made to preserve any plant species found 
to be threatened or endangered. 

If this recommendation were implemented 420 acres would be withdrawn 
from mineral entry under the general mining laws (M-1A). These areas 
are not known to be valuable for any particular mineral deposit. The 
acreage involved is also considered to be small when composed to the 
total planning unit acreage which would remain open to mineral location. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the management recommendation. 
Sept 1978 

Support Requirements 

:: 
Withdraw each site from mineral entry. 
Close to ORV use. 

3. Prepare detailed EAR prior to any development. 
4. Access. 

Jer Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation to protect the sites 
Ja 11 through stipulations to mineral leases or other authorizations instead 

of withdrawal or closure to ORV use. 

Rationale. Adequate protection can be provided without withdrawal or 
closure to ORV use. 



TABLE 1 

Sightseeing - Cultural Resources 

Range Development Recommended Support 
Area Priority Allotment Location Acreage Development Needs 

Montezuma 2 
Mine 

Cottonwood 1 
Cliff Dwelling 

Long Canyon 2 
Rock Art Canyon 

Crescent 3 Neaf, Dish 
Butte Ruin Pan 

Trail Canyon 1 
Overhang 

First Point 

Trail Canyon 

Meadow Canyon 

Trail Canyon 

T.41S.,R.4$W., Sec. 30, NW%SE$. 40 

T.43S.,R.7W., Sec. 14, SE%E%. 20 

T.42S.,R.5W., Sec. 23, 24. 80 

T.43S.,R.&W., Sec. 30 160 

T.43S.,R.6W., Sec. 7, SE%SW$. 40 

Signing, road 
improvement, 
legal access 
ORV closure 

Fencing, 
signing, 
trail con- 
struction 
legal access 
ORV closure 

Trail con- 
struction, 
signing, 
fencing, 
legal access 
ORV Closure 

Signing, 
parking, 
trail con- 
struction 

Fencing, ex- 
cavation, 
stabilization 
signing 
trail con- 
struction 
Legal Access 
T)Tu c I OSllfP 

Lands, 
Recreation, 
Operations 

Recreation, 
Archeology, 
Operations 

Lands, 
Recreation, 
Archeology, 
Operations 

Archeology 
Recreation, 
Operations 

Lands, 
Archeology, 
Recreation, 
Operations 



Table 1 continued 

Range Development Recommended Support 
Area Priority Allotment Location Acreage Development Needs 

Shinarump 3 Navajo Wells T.44S.,R.4W., Sec. 6, NWkNE!t. 40 Road improve- 
Cliffs Ruin ment, fencing 

signing, exca- 
vation, stabi- 
lization, 
legal access 
ORV Closure 

Telegraph 3 Mollies Nipple T.43S.,R4W., Sec. 12, SEwE%. 40 Excavation, 
Flats stabilization, 

road improve- 
ments, fencing 

Lands, 
Archeology, 
Recreation, 
Operations 

Archeology, 
Recreation, 
Operations, 
Lands 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name 1 If/'/'1 

Vermilion 
Actlvlty 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlav Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 step 3 

Peterson Recommendation R-2.2. Enhance sightseeing associated with geology in 
July 1978 the Vermilion unit by developing an interpretive program involving seven 

geologic features. This will involve development of about seven new 
turnouts along roads, including one on US 89, installation of about 11 
interpretive signs, and safety fencing around the Eagle Sinkhole. A 
plan will be developed to guide interpretation and development for each 
feature. Table 2 lists more specifically the needs for each site. 

Rationale. The geologic formations of the Vermilion unit are some of 
its most striking and scenic natural features. The seven geologic 
features identified in this recommendation offer significant educational 
and interpretive potential. Three are visible from US 89, while three 
others are within a few miles of that highway. The interpretation of 
these features can add to the enjoyment of visitors to the area. Inter- 
pretation can assist in educating the public and promoting an apprecia- 
tion of natural values. 

The importance of tourists visiting the area to the local economy has 
been discussed previously in rationales for objective R-2 and recommen- 
dation R-2.2. Those rationales are relevant to this recommendation, 
also. In the interest of brevity they will not be repeated. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

R-3.3 Designation of natural area , would protect sightseeing values. 
Art Canyon, Farm Canyon allotment. 

M-l.1 Gravel disposals could conflict with Vermilion Cliffs inter- 
pretive site. .5 acre. 

L-3.1 Vermilion Cliffs and \ihite Cliffs interpretive sites are 
located in utility corridors, Clay Flat allotment. 1 acre. 

L-3.4 Eagle sinkhole site is in utility corridor. 1 acre, Sink Hole 
allotment. 

RM- 4 . 1 Eagle Sinkhole is in proposed chaining. .5 acres, Sink Hole 
allotment. House Rock Valley, spray and seed may conflict 
with interpretive sites. 1 acre, Mollies Nipple, Pine Hollow. 

Alternatives. Since all of the identified conflicts with this recommen- 
dation can be eliminated or mitigated substantially no alternatives to 
the recommendation are considered necessary. 

Note. :ittoch additional sheets. iI nrecle~l m_-- ;-- - _-- 
‘J,\,“.,, ‘I II,., li,, r<‘l ,.I<<,, 
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FZ Analysis of Impacts. At the present time there is little demand for 
Sk 978 gravel in this area (M-1.1). There is also many other sources of gravel 

in this area and could take care of the potential feature demand for 
gravel. 

The eagle sinkhole and the Vermilion Cliffs and Nhite Cliffs interpre- 
tive sites are located in areas proposed to be designated as utility 
corridors (L-3.1 and L-3.4). These areas will not be designated as 
utility corridors and therefore no conflict exists. See analysis of 
impacts and multiple use recommendation for L-3.1 and L-3.4. 

The land treatments proposed in RM-4.1 can be designed in such a way so 
as not to interfere with the proposed interpretive sites or the intent 
of the land treatment projects. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
Sent 1978 

Support. Design land treatments in such a way so as not to interfere 
with interpretive sites. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



TABLE 2 

Area 
Range 

Priority Allotment 

Sightseeing - Geological Features 

Development Recommended support 
Location Acreage Development Needs 

Mollies Nipple 4 
No Man's Mesa 

Buckskin 5 
Sinkhole 

Houserock 6 
Valley 

Sand Dunes 3 

Sevier Fault 
White Cliffs 

Vermilion 

1 

Mollies Nipple 

Mollies Nipple 
Sinkhole 

Pine Hollow, Approximately 5 sites 
5-Mile Mountain along Houserock Valley 
Mollies Nipple Road 

Art Canyon 
Farm Canyon 

Ponderosa Grove 
Sand Springs 

Clay Flat 

2 NA 

T.40S., R.3W., SE%., Sec. 35. .25 acre 

T.43S., R.3W., Sec. 29, 
Sec. 33. 

1 acre 

US 89 at Yellow Jacket 
Road 

Existing turnout near 
Johnson Canyon 

1 acre 

Included 
in exist- 
ing or 
potential 
picnic sites 

.5 acre 

.5 acre 

Turnout, Operations, 
interpretive Recreation, 
sign 

Interpretive Operations, 
sign, safety Recreation 
fence on Eagle 
Sinkhole 

Turnouts, 
interpretive 
signs 

Two inter- 
pretive signs 

Turnout on 
US 89, inter- 
pretive signs 

Interpretive 
sign 

Operations, 
Recreation 

Operations, 
Recreation 

Coordinate 
with State 
Operations, 
Recreation 

Operations, 
Recreation 



UNITED STATES Name (MFPj 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 
Vermilion 
Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

Peterson Objective. R-3. Preserve and protect natural values in the Vermilion 
Swain Planning Unit. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale. This objective is consistent with the policy (1603.1X3) of 
July 1978 providing for ". . . an adequate variety and supply of outdoor rec- 

reation uses . . . commensurate with public needs and resource poten- 
tials, and consistent with a quality environment". Also, it complies 
with the policy of identification, evaluation, and protective develop- 
ment of significant natural values (1603.1X3). 

Additionally, Bureau policy, as stated in 43CFR 6225.0-6 allows for 
"areas of sufficient size to provide adequately for scientific study, 
research, recreational use and demonstration purposes". These areas may 
be set aside for preservation of scenic values, natural wonders, and 
examples of significant ecosystems. They may also be set aside for 
studies of ecology, successional trends, and other aspects of the nat- 
ural environment, or as preserves for rare and endangered species of 
plants and animals. Designation and protection of areas with values 
such as those listed above can preserve the values for future study and 
provide a basis of comparison for other lands which have received less 
restrictive management. 

A significant interest has been demonstrated ‘in southwestern Utah in 
recreation or sightseeing which is associated with natural values. The 
outstanding natural areas in the Escalante area last year received 
approximately 15,000 visitor days of backcountry type recreational use. 
The Paria Canyon Primitive Area has shown a 100 percent increase in 
visitor use in the past 7 years. These areas may have a similar type of 
use to natural areas in Vermilion, although the available areas in 
Vermilion are smaller and could attract more day use visitors. 

The preservation of natural areas for scientific and recreational uses 
can add to the range of recreational opportunities available in the 
area. Their designation and management can provide significant attrac- 
tions to visitors and will encourage more visitors to stay longer in the 
local area. Lengthening the stays of visitors is a major goal of the 
recreation and travel industry which is a major factor in the economy of 
Kane County., 

Approximately 3 million people drove through the unit in 1975. This was 
an increase of about 37 percent since 1968. About 40-45 percent of the 
traffic in the Vermilion Unit originated outside Utah. About 66 percent 
of the highway visitors were tourists who had some form of recreation as 
the objective for their travel. 

13 
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According to the PAA, business derived from tourists is extremely impor- 
tant to the economy of Kane County. For instance, in the towns of Kanab 
and Mt. Carmel Junction more than 60 percent of the retail businesses 
cater partially or entirely to tourist demands such as food, lodging, 
gifts, gasoline, and entertainment. About 12-18 percent of total per- 
sonal income in southwestern Utah is generated from local expenditures 
of tourists. In comparison, about 7 percent of personal income is 
derived from farming, according to the SEP. 

The designation of natural areas would complement the local economy by 
adding additional recreational attractions in the area. 

14 



UNITED STATES Name ( \lf-I’ I 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Vermilion 
BIJREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activltv 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Peterson Recommendation R-3.1. Designate 3 areas (Table 3) totaling 3,160 acres 
July 1978 as research natural areas. These areas include No Man's Mesa, Kimball 

Butte, and Diana's Throne. All the areas should be withdrawn from 
mineral entry, and restricted from ORV use and mineral lease operations. 
An activity plan should be developed to provide a guide for management 
of each site. 

Rationale. According to 43CFR 6225.0-5 research natural areas are 
established and maintained primarily for purposes of research and educa- 
tion. Areas which qualify as research natural areas may include, 
"typical or unusual faunistic types or floristic types, associations or 
other biotic phenomina , or characteristic or outstanding geologic, 
pedologic or aquatic features or processes." 

The three areas recommended for research natural area status are relict 
vegetation areas. They are the best examples of a few locations in the 
planning unit which have never been grazed by domestic livestock. They 
should be preserved as examples of natural vegetation and as as basis 
for comparison for areas which have been influenced more significantly 
by man's activities. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

w-1.1 Restriction of ORV use would enhance natural areas. 3,160 . 
acres, Mollies Nipple, Carmel Junction allotments. 

R-4.1 ORV use would be incompatible with natural areas 3,160 acres. 

M-l.2 Sales of petrified wood could detract from Kimball Butte 
Natural area. 160 acres, Mollies Nipple allotment. 

RM-3.2 Complements designation of No Man's Mesa and Diana's Throne as 
natural areas. 1,810 acres, no alternatives. 

R-3.1 3,160 acres recommended for withdrawal from entry under Mining 
Law would prevent mineral exploration and possible discovery. 
Areas are small enough for no surface stipulation in oil and 
gas leases. No Mans Mesa (2,080 acres, unalloted); Kimball 
Butte (160 acres Mollies Nipple allotment); Diana's Throne 
(920 acres, Carmel Junction allotment). 

Alternatives. All of the impacts associated with this recommendation 
can be eliminated or mitigated substantially so that no alternatives to 
this recommendation were considered necessary. 

Nofc. Attach additional sheets. lf needed 323 
-- 
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F. 
St j78 

Fagan 
Sept 1978 

3. 
Ja,. -381 

Analysis of Impacts. Designating these areas as research natural areas 
would be positive or complimentary to recommendations W-I.1 and RM-3.2 
and will not be considered further in this analysis. 

These areas are inaccessible to vehicular traffic and will continue to 
be physically closed to ORV use (See analysis for R-4.1). 

The benefits which would be gained by preserving these natural areas 
outweigh the benefits from making petrified wood sales in this area (M- 
1.2). There is presently little demand for petrified wood sales and as 
the demand for petrified wood sales increases there are other areas of 
petrified wood deposits where potential future sales could take place. 

If this recommendation were implemented 3,160 acres would be withdrawn 
from mineral entry (M-IA). There is no known deposits of valuable 
minerals on these areas. The natural values of these areas can be 
adeuately protected without instigating formal withdrawal procedures. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation with the excep- 
tion of these areas from mineral withdrawing entry. 

Support Requirements 

1. Make no surface occupancy stipulation on oil and gas leases. 
2. Close to ORV use. 

Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation to protect and enhance 
through development of stipulations to oil and gas leases which will 
allow the area to be open to oil and gas leases. Do not close to ORV. 

Rationale. These areas are physically isolated so they will remain 
prote&ed from unnatural disturbance. Protection that is needed can be 
provided by multiple use management through required approval of mining 
plans and stipulations to oil and gas leases. There is no need to 
restrict ORV use since there is no physical access to vehicular use. 

*** Decision 3.1 has been amended by designating 1335 acres of public 
land on No Mans Mesa as a Research Natural Area. The following 
objectives will be pursued: 1) The area will be withdrawn from 
mineral entry, 2) 40 additional acres will be limited to "existing 
roads and trails", 3) 520 additional acres will be restricted-to the 
No Surface Occupancy stipulations on oil and gas leases, and 4) A 
management plan will be written for the area. The area will be 
administered to give primary emphasis to educational, scientific, 
and research values. Refer to the attached amendment/EA at the 
back of the MFP for more information. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEMENT 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 step 3 

Peterson Recommendation R3.2. Designate the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian 
July I978 Canyon Area as an outstanding natural area. This area includes about 

1,280 acres. The area should be closed to off-road vehicle use, grazing 
use, and mineral lease operations. It should be withdrawn from mineral 
entry. The unauthorized water developments of Fredonia City should be 
removed. The South Fork Indian Canyon Pictograph Site should be includ- 
ed in the designation. An activity plan should be developed to guide 
management of the area. This plan should be coordinated with planning 
for the Sand Springs Campsite. Table 3 includes more detailed informa- 
tion. 

Rationale. According to 43CFR6225.0-5 outstanding natural areas are 
established and maintained to preserve scenic areas and areas of natural 
wonder. The preservation of these areas in their natural condition is 
the primary management objective. The South Fork Indian Canyon/Water 
Canyon Area displays the requisites stated in the CFR. Both canyons are 
highly scenic. Their vegetation ranges from Douglas-fir trees, growing 
in a very unusual habitat for that species, to "hanging gardens" similar 
to those found in Zion National Park and other moist canyon environments 
in the region. South Fork Indian Canyon and the lower part of Water 
Canyon have been impacted by domestic livestock grazing. The upper part 
of Water Canyon has not been grazed due to the presence of natural 
physical barriers to livestock. This part of the canyon displays the . 
lush vegetation that would be present in both canyons if cattle were 
excluded. 

South Fork Indian Canyon has a well-preserved pictograph site, access- 
ible by a trail from the mesa top, which has been fenced to protect its 
values. Other archeological sites may exist in the canyons. 

Both canyons have been damaged by unauthorized water collection facili- 
ties placed there by Fredonia City. At this time they could be removed 
without irreversibly damaging the natural values of the area. 

In spite of the trespass waterworks, South Fork Indian Canyon and Water 
Canyon have outstanding natural , cultural, and scenic values. They 
compare very favorably to similar areas in Zion National Park. Their 
continued existence should be insured by placing them under a protective 
designation. 

Economic rationale for designation of these areas can be found in objec- 
tive R-3. It will not be repeated here. 

Note: rlttach additionai sheets. lf needed ~_ -- 
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Te Impact Identification 
JL 378 

WL-3.1 

w-1.1 

w-2.1 

R-4.1 

VR-1.2 

VR-1.3 

Riparian areas in Water/South Fork Indian Canyon would be 
improved or maintained by excluding livestock. Water Canyon, 
Farm Canyon, Art Canyon, 1,280 acres. 

ORV use would be eliminated since there are no roads or trails 
in the proposed natural area. 1,280 acres, Art Canyon, Farm 
Canyon, Water Canyon. 

Livestock and ORV would be eliminated from proposed natural 
area. 

ORV use would be incompatible. 1,280 acres, Art Canyon, Farm 
Canyon, Water Canyon. 

Clean up of junk would enhance natural area. 500 acres, Art 
Canyon, Water Canyon. 

Exclusion of livestock would enhance riparian areas. 110 
acres, Water Canyon allotment. 

RM-1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2,2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.7, 2.8, 2.0. Grazing would conflict 
with management of proposed natural area. 1,280 acres, Art 
Canyon, Farm Canyon, Water Canyon allotments. 

L-2.2 Authorization of trespass water developments would conflict 
with a natural area. Art Canyon, Water Canyon, allotments 
about 1 mile of pipeline. 

M-1A 1,280 areas recommended for withdrawal from entry under Mining Law 
would prevent exploration and possible discovery of minerals. 
Area small enough for no surface stipulation on oil and gas 
leases. Water Canyon, South Fork, Indian Canyon (1,280 acres, 
Farm Canyon, Art Canyon allotments). 

Fagan Analysis of Impacts. The following impacts associated with this recom- 
Sept 1978 mendation are considered positive or complementary and would be an added 

benefit if implemented: WL-3.1, W-1.1, W-2.1, VR-1.2, VR-1.3. 

The natural values in this area far outweigh any benefits that would be 
gained by leaving this area open to ORV use (R-4.1). There are also 
presently no roads or trails in the proposed natural area. 

Designating this area as an outstanding natural area would not preclude 
continued livestock grazing. 

Grazing in the Water Canyon portion of this area will be reduced by 7 
AUMs on 200 suitable acres. Reducing the entire area to carrying capac- 
ity and implementing intensive livestock management will in itself tend 



to benefit natural values. When the results of intensive livestock 
management are determined future adjustments may have to be made. 

If this recommendation were implemented approximately 1,280 acres would 
be withdrawn from mineral entry. There are no known valuable mineral 
deposits in this area. The natural values of this area can be ade- 
quately protected by means other than withdrawing the area from mineral 
entry at this time. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Reject the recommendation but protect as 
Sept 1978 modified by support requirements listed below. Livestock use will 

continue to be monitored and future adjustments will be made as deter- 
mined necessary. 

Support Requirements 

1. Close area to ORV use, but allow for maintenance vehicles for 
Fredonia's water pipelines. 

2. Put no surface occupancy stipulation on oil and gas leasing. 
3. Prepare management plan. During management plan preparation 

consider means of improving and or removing all or part of Fredonia's 
water system to better conform to the surrounding natural values. 

Jensen Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation as follows: 
Jan 1981 

Do not consider removing Fredonia's water system unless it can be assured 
that another source of water can be developed feasibly. 

Rationale. The use of the area as a source of culinary water is a 
higher use than any other use identified thus far, and this use should 
not be discontinued until another feasible source of water is developed. 

*** Decision 3.2 has been amended by designating 225 acres of public 
land within the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon area as an 
ACEC. The following objectives will be pursued: 1). The area 
will be withdrawn from mineral entry, 2) 225 additional acres 
will be restricted to the No Surface Occupancy stipulations on 
oil and gas leases , and 3) A management plan will be written for 
the area. The area would be administered to give primary 
emphasis to scenic, botanical, and biological values. Refer to 
the attached amendment/EA at the back of the MFP for more 
information. 

Kq j$wuk u-v -a 



UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Peterson Recommendation R3.3. Designate the Ponderosa Sand Dunes area as an 
July 1978 outstanding natural area. The area includes about 1,640 acres. Table 3 

contains specific information on the recommended action. 

Necessary actions would include closure to off-road vehicles, grazing, 
and mineral lease operations and withdrawal from mineral entry. An 
activity plan should be developed for the area and coordinated with 
plans for the Ponderosa Grove and Sand Springs developed sites. 

Rationale. According to 43CFR6225.0-5 outstanding natural areas are 
established to preserve scenic areas and areas of natural wonder. The 
preservation of these areas in their natural condition is the primary 
management objective. 

The Ponderosa Sand Dunes is a highly scenic area. The combination of 
vegetative and geologic formations which are found in the dunes form one 
of the most unusual and beautiful areas in the region. Threatened and 
endangered plants are found on the dunes, as well as scattered stands of 
ponderosa pine and other more common plants. The area is more scenic 
than the adjacent Coral Pink Sand Dunes State Park because of the 
greater variety and amount of vegetation found on the dunes. 

Off-road vehicles have damaged vegetation and tended to remove stability 
from some dune areas. ORV use has not been heavy in the past but is 
increasing. ORV closure would be necessary to protect the natural 
qualities of the area. The nearby state park is entirely open to ORV 
use, offering a suitable alternative to ORV users,, 

Grazing should be excluded from the dunes to allow the vegetation to 
achieve as natural an appearance as possible and to allow dune stabili- 
zation to occur naturally. 

Mineral entry and leasing should be excluded to prevent possible deter- 
ioration of scenic and natural values from future mining or drilling 
activity. 

Economic rationale for designation is included in objective R-3. 

Team Identification of Impacts 
July 1978 

WL-4.1 This would enhance natural character of vegetation in proposed 
natural area. 1,640 acres, Farm Canyon, Art Canyon allotments. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets. of needed __-- - --- 
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Fagan 
Sept 

RM-2.5 Cattle guard in Art Allotments would conflict with management 
of natural area. 

M-l.1 Conflicts on about 160 acres. Art and Farm Canyon. 

R-3.3 1,640 acres in Art Canyon, Farm Canyon allotment (ponderosa 
sand dunes) recommended for withdrawal from entry under Mining 
Law would prevent exploration and possible discovery of min- 
erals. Area small enough for no surface stipulation on oil 
and gas leases. 

Alternative 1. Do not designate the Ponderosa Sand Dunes area as an 
outstanding natural area. Continue to manage this area on a multiple 
use basis. 

Impact Identification. If alternative 1 were implemented all of the 
negative impacts identified for the recommendation would be eli 

Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. There is presently only 
1978 ORV use in this area. The Coral Pink Sand Dunes State Park is 

handling the majority of ORV users. There is also presently li 
demand for BLM to designate this area as a special ORV vehicle 
(R-4.1). 

W-l.1 Limiting ORV use would enhance natural qualitites. 1,640 
acres, Farm and Art Canyon allotments. 

R-4.1 ORV use would be incompatible with natural area. 1,640 acres, 
Farm and Art Canyon allotments. 

RM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9. Grazing would 
conflict with natural area. 164 acres, Farm and Art Canyon 
allotments. 

minated. 

limited 
presently 
ttle 
use area. 

grazing Reducing livestock use in this area and implementing intensive 
management (see RM-1.2, 2.2) will in itself help to restore the vegeta- 
tive cover and will substantially mitigate the adverse effects of live- 
stock grazing in this area. Natural areas in itself does not preclude 
livestock grazing. 

There is presently no demand for sand and gravel in this area. If an 
when there is an interest in acquiring sand and gravel in this area by 
necessary adjustments in other resource uses can be made at that time 

If this area were withdrawn from mineral entry, approximately 1,640 
acres would be lost to mineral location. There is, however, no known 
deposits of valuable minerals in the area and vast acreages would sti 
be available in the planning unit for mineral location (M-1A). 

11 



Alternatives. Implementing the recommendation would present an economic 
hardship to livestock operators in the area by completely eliminating 
livestock grazing. The area would also be closed to mineral entry if 
the recommendation were implemented. Because of the closeness of this 
area to the Sand Dunes State Park a natural area would be extremely 
difficult to manage. Also the management feasibility of having a pro- 
tected natural area adjacent to a special ORV use area is questionable. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 1. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



Recommendation Area Priority xYE!!E 

TABLE 3 

Natural Areas 

Range 
Allotment Location Acreage 

R 3.1 No Man's Mesa 4 Research Unallotted T.4OS.,R.3W, 2,080 
Natural Area Sec. 9,SE$SEk; 

Sec. lc),SW+SWk, 
Sec. 14, SW&; 
Sec. 15; Sec.22; 
Sec. 26, W$W%; 
Sec. 27, N$,E%SE$. 
Sec. 23, NWk,,NW$ 

R 3.1 Kimball Butte 5 Research Mollies T.42S.,R.3W., 
Natural Area Nipple Sec. l,NW%. 

R 3.1 Diana's Throne 3 Research Carmel 
Natural Area Junction 

T.41S.,R.7W., 
Sec.28; SE!tSE$; 
Sec.33; E!&; 
W'/,; Sec.34; 
wQ?w$ ) sw$ ; 
T42S.,R.7W., 
Sec. 3 ,N\MWk; 
S WkNW$ ; Sec.4, 
E+E$NE$. 

160 

200 
920 

Recommended Support 
Development needs 

withdraw from 
mineral entry 
restrict min- 
eral leasing, 
acquire I%, 
Sec. 16, 
T.40S. ,R.3W 
trail develop- 
ment 

Lands-withdrawal, 
acquisition 

Recreation- 
activity plan, 
Operations- 
trails 

withdraw from 
mineral entry 
restrict min- 
eral leasing 
acquire NE!&, 
Sec. 2,T.42S, 
R.3W. 
trail develop- 
ment 

Lands-withdrawal 
acquisition 
Recreation- 
activity plan 
Operations 
trails 

withdraw from 
mineral entry 
restrict min- 
eral leasing 
trail develop- 
ment 

Lands-withdrawal 
Recreation- 
activity plan 
Operations- 
trails 



Table 3 continued 

R 3.2 Water Canyon/ 1 Outstanding Farm T.43S.,R.7W., 1,280 
South Fork Natural Area Canyon, Sec.17,SEk; 
Indian Canyon Art Canyon Sec.20,EG; 

Sec,21,N$NE%, 
W%, Sec. 29, 
all Sec. 28, 
NW%Q&J!r;, Sec. 30 
SF!rSE!~ d.4 

R 3.3 Ponderosa 
Sand Dunes 

2 Outstanding Farm T.43S.,R.7W., 1,640 
Natural Area Canyon, Sec,7,SW+; 

Art Canyon Sec.8,&, 
NI&; Sec.18, 
N$ , SW+. 
T.43S.,R.8W., 
Sec.l3,S$, 
S&NE%; Sec.24, 
NE% 

withdraw from 
mineral entry, 
restrict min- 
eral leasing, 
exclude graz- 
ing by fencing 
remove un- 
authorized 
water develop- 
ments, close 
to off-road 
vehicles, 
trail develop- 
ment, fence 

withdraw from 
mineral entry 
restrict min- 
eral leasing 
exclude graz- 
ing by fenc- 
ing, close to 
off-road 
vehicles 

Lands-withdrawal 
trespass water 
development 
Operations- 
fencing, trails 
Recreation- 
activity plan, 
ORV closure 

Lands-withdrawal 
Operations-fence 
Recreation- 
activity plan, 
ORV closure 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name t’.UFP) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Recreation 
Objectwe Number 

Peterson Objective R-4. Enhance opportunities for off-road-vehicle use on public 
Swain lands in the Vermilion Planning Unit. 
Fagan 
Jensen Rationale: 
July 1978 

Executive order 11644 indicates that controlled use of off-road-vehicles 
on public lands is a legitimate recreational pursuit and directs that 
areas and trails be designated where off-road-vehicle recreational users 
can occur, based on needs for protection of resources, promotion of 
safety of users, 
lands. 

and minimization of conflicts among users of public 
The objective is consistent with Bureau of Land Management 

policy (1603.12C3) of providing for a variety of recreation uses, meet- 
ing public needs, and maintaining a quality environment. 

23 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF T11E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND :rlANAGEMENT 

Name /11/../‘J 

Vermilion 
Actlrltr 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Ovcrlav Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Peterson Recommendation R-4.1. Designate the Ponderosa Sand Dune and Buckskin/ 
July 1978 Five-Mile Mountain areas as off-road-vehicle special use areas. These 

areas include about 66,000 acres. Develop and implement activity plans 
within 5 years to direct management actions in these areas. 

Keep the remainder of the planning unit open to all off-road recreation 
use. This includes about 488,500 acres. Table 4 contains more detailed 
information relating to this recommendation. 

Rationale. The Ponderosa Sand Dunes and the Buckskin/Five-Mile Mountain 
areas offer two contrasting environments , well suited to ORV recrea- 
tional activities. Orienting management actions in these areas toward 
enhancement of ORW recreation can effectively meet demands for intensive 
forms of vehicular activity. Development of facilities which can accom- 
modate ORV users and other management actions such as trail development 
can probably be limited to these two areas, since demands in the plan- 
ning unit are low and will probably not grow rapidly. 

The remainder of the unit not included in the two categories listed 
above should be left open to off-road use. This will enhance the 
casual, extensive forms of ORV activity which is popular among local 
recreational users. 

Team Impact Identification 
July 1978 

w-1.1 This would limit ORV use to roads and trails on 80,560 acres. 

w-1.5 Closing road in Hog Canyon would preclude use of area by ORVs. 
Lower and Upper Hog allotments. 

W-2.1 Would eliminate ORV use in part of Cottonwood Canyon drainage. 
Water Canyon and Trail Canyon allotments. 

R-l.1 Limits ORV use on 40 acres. Farm Canyon allotments. 

R-2.1 ORV's would be excluded in archeological sightseeing areas. 
440 acres, First Point, Trail Canyon, Meadow Canyon, Neaf, 
Dish Pan, Navajo Wells, and Mollies Nipple allotments. 

R-3.1 ORV's would be excluded from research natural areas. 3,160 
acres, Mollies Nipple, Carmel Junction. 

Note :!ttach addltlonal she:ets. 11 neetic~i 
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R-3.2 

R-3.3 

VR-1.2 

RM-2.5 

WL-2.3 

WL-3.1 

RM-2.2, 

ORV's would be excluded from 1,280 acre natural area. Farm 
Canyon, Art Canyon, Water Canyon allotments. 

ORV's would be excluded from 1,640 acres. Farm and Art Canyon 
allotments. 

Closure of roads (intrusions #2 and 34) would limit ORV use. 
Seven miles of road, Mollies Nipple and Poverty Flat allotments. 

Cattle guard in Art Canyon allotment would enhance ORV use. 

Chain and burn areas would be closed to vehicles. 9,230 
acres. See attached list of allotments, etc. 

Riparian areas (2,020 acres) would be limited to vehicles. 
See attached list of allotments, etc. 

2.6, 4.1 All land treatment areas would be closed to ORV use. 

Alternative 1. Designate the planning unit as open to ORV use except 
for the following areas which will be designated as: 

a. Limited. W-l.1 limit ORV use only to the identified critical 
watershed areas as identified on the Overlay (8,000 acres) the remaining 
frail watershed will remain open with a monitoring program developed to 
identify conflicts if they arise. 

b. Closed. W-2.1 exclude all ORV's from Cottonwood Canyon drain- 
age (except for maintenance vehicles). 

W-l.5 exclude all ORV's from Hog Canyon allotments. 
R-l.1 exclude ORV's in the camping and trail head area for Sand 

Springs (40 acres Farm Canyon allotments). 
R-2.1, 3.1, 3.2 exclude ORV's from research natural areas, and all 

identified archaeological siteseeing areas. 
WL-3.1 exclude all ORV's from riparian areas after they are fenced 

to exclude livestock grazing. 

C. Open (with temporary closure). 
WL-2.3, RM-2.2, 2.6, 4.1 All land treatment areas will be desig- 

nated as open with a temporary closure of no less than two years follow- 
ing the land treatment. 

Team Impact Identification. Implementing this alternative would eliminate 
July 1978 most of the major resource conflicts identified for the recommendation 

while at the same time leaving open the option to open or close more 
areas to ORV use once a detailed implementation plan is prepared. 

F Analysis of Impacts and Alternatives. At the present time there has not 

St, 1978 bee sufficient demand for special ORV use areas to justify setting land 
aside for this purpose. 



We also at present have limited detail on exactly where and how much ORV 
use is taking place. 

There are however certain used on other resources that can be irrevers- 
ibly damaged by any ORV use whatsoever. These areas are identified in 
alternative 1. These are considered completely incompatible uses and 
the short-term use of these areas by ORV users would destroy the long- 
term benefits to be gamed by protecting the resource. 

There are no economic or soical impacts associated with either the 
recommendaiton or alternative 1. 

Alternative 1 essentially demonstrates a balance in resource uses between 
no ORV use and complete ORV freedom. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept alternative 1. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation with the modification 
Jan 1981 that there will be no ORV restriction in Hog Canyon and there will be no 

research natural areas. 

Rationale. The Hog Canyon road leads to a TV repeater site that serves 
Kanab. The physical nature of the canyon is such that vehicles are 
restricted to the road. The primary use of the road is to service the 
TV repeater. There is no other substantial vehicular use of the road. 
There is no potential damage requiring restricted use. 

*** Decision 4.1 has been partially amended by designating Yo Mans 
Mesa as a Research Natural Area. Consequently, an additional 40 
acres (SESE of Section 9, T4OS, R3W) will be designated as "limiting 
to existing roads and trails". Refer to the attached amendment/EA 
at the back of the MFP for more information. 

& +uttueL G-4-&L 



TABLE 4 

Off-Road-Vehicle Use 

Area Acreage 
Range 

Allotment 

ORV-022 
Buckskin/5 Mile 50,000 Mollies Nipple, 

5 Mile Mountain, 
Pine Hollow, 
Sink Hole 

ORV-008 
Ponderosa Sand 1,600 Art Canyon 

Farm Canyon 

Potential 
Development 

Support 
Needs 

trails, parking Operations 
areas 

modification of Operations 
Ponderosa Grove 
parking areas 
water development 

Remainder of 
Planning Unit 

488,500 Portions of above 
and all remaining 
allotments 

w 
cr, . , 



MFP Int 
Activity - 

on 
<Lion 

Would Accepting 
Confl ictlng 

Confllctlng Posslhle Recommendation 
or Pas it lve to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number Uhat Is the Conf 1 ict or Positive Interact Ion and How Much? Compromise Recommendat Lon 

R-I.1 WL-3,2- 

&2.2+ 

Conflict with Sand Spring Campground development. 40 acres, Art Canyon allotment, 

Interpretive development would complement campground development. 40 acres, Art Canyon 
Allotment. 

VR-1, I- 

VR-1,2+ 

VRM class II area, may require design modifications. 40 acres, Art Canyon Allotment. 

Removal of Intrusion 811 would complement campground development. Gne acre, Art Canyon 
Allotment. 

RN-l, 5- Use of Sand Spring for stock water would impair use as campground. 40 acres, Art Canyon 
Al lotmcnt . 

El-l.l,- Any grazing in proposed campground area would conflict with recreational uses. 40 xres, 
1.2, 1.3, Art Canyon allotment. 
2.1, 2.2, 
2.3, 2.7, 
2.8, 2.9 

R&4.1- Orv use would detract from recreational use of campground. 40 acres, Art Canyon allotment. 

No 

No 

Yes 

- 

No 

No 

Part 

All 

Part 

--a 

All 

AIL 

No All 



Peterson EIFP Interact 
July, 1978 Activity - Recrea t lan 

Would Accepting 
Conflicttng 

Conflicting Possible Recommendat ion 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation w1tttout or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and Row Much? Compromise Recomnendaticn 

R-2.1 ;I R-4. l- 

c VR-l.l- 

jM-l.l- 

JM-1.2- 

./ L-3.1- 

J V-l- 

ORV use would be incompatible with interpretation/protection of cultural resources. 420 
acres, Firs1 Poiut, Trail Canyon, Neadow Canyon, Deaf, Dish Pan, Navajo Wells, and Mollies 
Nipple allotments. 

NO Pari 

Developments in class IT areas may need design modification. 161.5 acres, Neaf, Dish Pan, Yes 
Clay Flat, Pine ilollow, S-Mile Efountain, and Mollies Nipple allotncnts. 

Gravel site would canElLct with protection/interpretation of Crescent Butte archeological No 
site. 160 acres, Ncaf, Dish Pan allotments, 

Commercial petrified wood removal would detract from Shinarump Cliffs site. 40 acres, No 
Navajo Wells allotment. 

None 

All 

All 

Crescent Butte site is located in utility corridor. 160 acres, Neaf, Dish Pan allotments. No 

Access to Crescent Butte site may be threatened by threatened and endangered plants. Yeti 

All 

Part 



PCteCson HFP Interact l.0 
July, 1978 Activity - Rccren. -: 

Would Accepting 
Conf lictlng 

Conflicting Possible Recommendat Ion 
OK Posltlve to Xodffy Eliminate All 

Recommendation Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What 1s the Conflict or Positive Interacttan and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

R-2.2 d R-3.3+ 

i M-l.l- 

~ L-3.1- 

” L-3.4- 

J V-l- 

Jw-4.1- 

Gravel disposals could conflict with Vermilion Cliffs interpretive site. .5 acre. Ses 

Vermilion Cliffs and Wh itc Cliffs interpretive sites are located in utility corridors, Yes 
Clay Flat allotment. 1 acre. 

Eagle sinkhole site is In utility corridor. I acre, Sink Hole allotment. 

InterpretLve sites in House Rock Valley may conflict with tllreatened and endangered Plants. Yes 
1 acre, Pine Hollow, 5-?Iile Mountain, Mollies Nipple allotments. 

Designation of natural area, withdrawal etc. would protect sightseeing values. Art 
Canyoll, Farm Canyon allotment. 

Eagle Sinkhole is in proposed chaining. .5 acres, Sink Hole allotment. House Rock Valley, No 
spray and seed may conflict with interpretive sites. 1 acre, Mollies Nipple, Pine Hollow, 

All 

Ai 1 

Part 

Part 

,,, >>>I 

88 ,, 



XFP Interaction 
Actlvlty - RccreatL _ 

Would Accepting 
Conflictiaz 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 

or positive to Xodlfy Eliminate Al 1 

Recommendation llirhout or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Nunber what Is the conflict or Positive Interaction and Iiou nuch? Compromise Rccommenaation 

R-3.1 c/ u-1.1+ Restriction of ORV use would enha!\ce natural atC.36. 3,160 acres. Molliea Nipple, Carmel 
Junction allotments. 

L R-4.1- ORV use vould be incompatible with natural areas 3,160 acres. No 

J H-1.2- Sales of petrtfled wood could detract from Kinball Butte Natural area. 160 acres, Wollies NO 

Nipple allotment. 

Jm-3.2+ c~mpla~~ants deslgution of No Han’s Hess and Diana ‘s Throne as natural areas; 1,AlO acres. 
No allotments. 

All-if 
Accessable. 

All 

Part 



tlFP Interact Inn 

Petpr Actlvlty - rtecrcat 

Juljr , 
-.. . 

Would Accepting 
Confllctlng 

Conf 11ctlng Possible Reconmcndat ion 
or Positive to Xodlfy Eliminate All 

Recommendation Wl thout or Part of Your 
Rccoencndation Number Number !-&at Is the Conllict or Posltlvc InteractIon and llov Huch? Cornproof se Recomnecdat ion 

K-3.2 1 WL-3.1* Rlparlan areas in Water/South Fork ImIlan Canyon would he Improved or maintained by excluding 
livestock. Water Canyon, Farm Cnnyo:l. Art Canyon. 1,280 DCTPB. 

’ w-1.1+ ORV use would be ellmlnntrd since there arl: no roads c,r trails In the proposed wtural area. 
1,280 acres, Art Canyon, iarm Canyon, Water Canyon. 

‘w-2.1+ Llvestwk aud ORV would be ellminnted from proposed natural area. 

- Unmthorlzed water developcentr would he left In Art Canyon, Water Csnyon Farm Canyon, 
1,280 acres. 

! R-4.1- ORV use jrould bc incompatlble. 1.280 acres. Art Canyon, Farm Canyon. rater Canyon. 

! VR-1.2+ Clean up of junk would enhance natural area. 500 acres. Art Canyon. Farm Canyon. 

! VR-1.9 Exclusion of livestock would enhance riparlan areas. 110 acres, Water Canyon ollotmsnt. 

No 

I:0 

,Ktt-I.,! Crazing would conflict with management of proposed natural area. 1,280 acres, Art Canyon, NO 
1.2. i1.3, Farm Canyon, Nater Canyon allotments. 

‘2.1, u.2, h.3. 
..2.4,‘2.7. x2.8. 
‘2.9 

J L-2.2+ Removal of trespaos water developments would complement natural are.~. Art Canyon, Water 
Canyon, allotments about 1 mile of pipeline. 

Part 

All 

Part 



RM-1.1, Crazing would confl let with natural area. 164 acres, Farm and Art Canyon allotments. No All 
1.2. 1.3, 

2.2, 
2.4, 2.7, 

2.0 . 

2.1; 
2.3, 

2.8, 

RX-2 

n-1. 

.5- Cattle guard in Art Allotments would conflict with management of natural area. 

l- ionf licts on about 160 acres. Art and Farm Canyon. 

No Part 

NO Part 

HFP II clan 
Activity - ,\ecreat10n 

Wo111d Accept Lng 
ConflLcttng 

ConElLctLng Possible Recommenda t ion 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recom’menda t ion Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Numher Number What is the Conflict or PosLtive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommcndat ion 

R-3.3 WL-4.1+ This would enhance natural character of vegetation in proposed natural area. 1,640 acres, 
Farm Canyon, Art Canyon allotments. 

W-l .l+ Limiting ORV use would enhance natural qualities. 1,640 acres, Farm and Art Canyon 
allotments. 

R-4.1- ORV use would be incompatible with natural area. 1,640 acres, Farm and Art Canyon No All 
allotments. 



ElFP Interact inn 
Pe1erson 

July, 197S 
Activity - RI. @ 

Would Accepting 

Conflicting 
Conflict Lng 

Possible Recommondat ion 
or Positive Eliminate All 

Recommcnda t ion 
to Hodify 

Without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and Row Much? Compromise Recommendation 

R-4.1 Iw-l,l- 

\ w-1.5- 

\ 
*w-2.1- 

‘, R-l. l- 

: R-2.1- 

\R-3.1- 

\ 
R-3.2- 

‘\ R-3.3- 

\ VR-1.2- 

\ 
’ ml-2.5+ 

\ m-2.3- 

LL-3.L 

\ V-l- 

This wollld limit ORV use to roads and trails on 80,560 acres. 

Closing road in Hog Canyon would preclude use of area by ORVs. Lower and Upper Hog 
allotments. 

Would eliminate ORV use Ln part of Cottonwood Canyon drainage. Water Canyon and Trail 
Canyon al lotmants. 

Limits ORV use on 40 acres. Farm Canyon allotments. 

ORVs would be excluded in archeological sightseeing areas. 440 acres, First Point, Trail 
Canyou, Meadow Canyon, Neaf, Dish Pan, Navajo Wells, and Nollfes NLpple allotments. 

ORVs would he excluded from research natural areas. 3,160 acres, Flollles Nipple, Carmel 
Junction. 

ORVs would be excluded from 1,230 acre natural area. Farm Canyon, Art Canyon, Water Canyon 
allotments. 

ORVs would be excluded from 1,640 acres. Farm and Art Canyon Allotments. 

Closure of roads (intrusions 12 and 34) would limit ORV use. Seven miles of road, 
Hollies Nipple and Poverty Flat allotments. 

Cattle guard in Art Canyon allotment would enhance ORV use. 

Chain and burn areas would be closed to vehicles. 9,230 acres. See attached list of 
allotments, etc. 

Riparlan areas (2,020 acres) would be closed to vehicles. See attached list of allotments, 
etc. 

ORV use could disturb endangered plants. This could affect every location of threatened or 
endangered plants in the planning unit. There are about 14 known locations in the unit. 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Fart 

Part 

Part 

Part 



Peterson 
July, 1978 NFP Interact f. 

Activity Ret ion -._ - 

Would nccrtpt ing- 
Conf 1 ict ing 

Conflicting Possible Recommendation 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendat ion without or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

Existing i 3.2 (-) 

L 3.2 (-1 

L 3.3 (-1 

L 3.2 (-1 

Could damage geologic and botanical sightseeing values in Red Canyon 

L 3.1 l-1 

Sand Dune area (Sgo 015 and Sbo OlI).- - 

Could detract from quality of identified recreation site S-002 

Corridor covers Oak Canyon betroglyph site. 

Corridor passes through Kanab Creek Recreation Area as identified 
recreation inventory. The area has excellent scenic qualities. 

Passes through Cottonwood Canyon Recreation Area as identified in 
near Diana’s Throne campground site. 

l-l 1.2 C-1 

M 1.1 (-1 

Conflicts with following sites identified in 1965 recreation inventory: 
Seaman Wash Campground, Red Canyon Picnic Site. 

Conflicts with following sites identified in 1965 recreation Inventory: 
Eagle Arch, Dixie Knoll Overlook. Also, conflicts with Yellowjacket Picnic Site. 

M 1.2 (-1 Sales of petrified wood may detract from recreational collecting. 

WL 2.5 (-1 Ponderosa Grove Pfcnic Area is located in a let burn area. 

in 1965 

1965 inventory. Passes 



WL-2.3 

Mule Deer Habitat Improvement 

Priority 

1 

Land 
Allotment Treatment Acres ALJMS 

Poverty Flat Chain Pinyon-Juniper 800 66 

2 Barrack's Point Chain Pinyon-Juniper 1,240 103 

3 Mollies Nipple Chain Pinyon-Juniper 2,310 192 

4 Twin Hollow Chain Pinyon-Juniper 650 54 

5 Harris Flat Burn or Chain 680 90 
Kane Spring Pinyon-Juniper 400 

1,080 

Elephant Cove Burn or Chain 2,040 170 
Pinyon-Juniper 

Kane Spring Spray or 
Burn Sagebrush 

1,110 160 

9,230 a35 



WL 3.1 

Riparian Habitat Improvement 

Priority Stream Allotment 

BLM Miles of 
BLM Stream Fence 

Acres Miles Needed 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

East Fork Virgin River 

Cottonwood and Water Canyons 

East Fork Virgin River 

Upper Kanab Creek 

Lower Kanab Creek 

Lower Hog Canyon 

Upper Hog Canyon 

Johnson Lakes Canyon 

Meadow Creek 

Mineral Creek 

Johnson Wash 

Tiny Canyon 

Buckskin Wash 

Kitchen Canyon 

Virgin River 

Water Canyon 

Poverty Flat 

John R. Flat 

Gravel Pit 

Lower Hog 

Upper Hog 

Hell's Bellows 

Poverty Flat 

Poverty Flat 

Driveway 

Trail Canyon 

Mollies Nipple 

Mollies Nipple 

290 

220 

290 

40 

20 

100 

100 

120 

100 

10 

10 

20 

10 

40 

1,490 

4.0 

3.0 

4.0 

0.5 

0.2 

2.5 

3.0 

2.5 

5.0 

0.6 1.0 

0.5 

1.5 

0.3 

1.0 

29.4 

2.0 

0.5 

4.0 

2.0 

0.5 

6.0 

7.0 

3.0 

3.0 

1.0 

1.5 

0.5 

2.0 

34.0 



WL 3.1 

Riparian Habitat Maintenance 

BLM 
BLM Stream 

Priority Stream Allotment Acres Miles 

1 Upper Water Canyon Water Canyon 80 1.0 

2 South Fork Indian Canyon Water Canyon 30 0.4 

3 Middle Fork Indian Canyon Water Canyon 30 0.3 

4 Upper Indian Canyon Art Canyon 10 0.2 

5 Middle Kanab Creek Unallotted 310 2.7 

6 Lower Johnson Wash Muggin's Flat 10 0.5 

7 South Fork Tiny Canyon Trail Canyon 20 1.0 

8 Rock Canyon Rock Springs 40 1.0 

530 7.1 
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RECONCILIATION OF URA STEP 4 - CULTURAL RESOURCES 

1. Specific Protection Opportunities. Opportunities for fencing were 
not carried forward since they can be accomplished without an MFP 
decision. Work on 42Ka1819 has already been scheduled for YACC. 

2. Public Interpretation/Stablization. Excavation and stabilization 
of South Fork Indian Canyon and Cottonwood Cliff Dwelling, are adminis- 
trative actions not requiring an MFP decision. They should be program- 
med and accomplised as soon as funds are available. 

3. Excavation/Analytical Opportunities. Kanab Canyon - Most of the 
value of these sites has been destroyed. A salvage program would 
probably not be economical in light of the availability nearby of ther 
areas which have less disturbance. 

Shinarump Cliffs Area - Excavation of these sites would attract much 
attention to the area. Numerous other sites exist which could be damag- 
ed if more visitors were brought into the area. Bringing these sites 
into public attention could bring about a situation which is incom- 
patible with present protection capability. 

6. Other Opportunities. Demand was not considered to be sufficient at 
the present time to warrant recommendations concerning production of 
mine timbers, charcoal, particle board, veneer, pulp, extractives, and 
trees for ornamental use. 

35' 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
Cultural Resource 

Obiective Number 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Peterson, Objective CR-l. Preserve a representative sample of archeological 

Swain, sites for future use. 

Fagan, 
Jensen Rationale. Preservation of a representative sample which characterizes 
July, 1978 the resource's full raqe of variability will insure scientific, educa- 

tional and interpretive uses in the future. 

ft:x'r'/, ,',<>,,C c>,: I('! rrsl'l 
- 35' 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTVENT OF TSlE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ’ \i/ i’) 

Vermilion 
Act1r1ty 

Cultural Resources 
Overlav Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Peterson Recommendation CR-1.1. Preserve Crescent Butte Ruins for future scien- 
July 1978 tific use through development of a management plan and designation as an 

archeological preserve. 

The site location is approx. 100 acres 

SE% NE% Sec. 30 
S+ SW% NE& Sec. 30 
N$ NW% SE%, Sec. 30 
E$ SE& NW+, Sec. 30 

T.43S.,R4&$/. 
SLBM 

Neaf Allotment (Total acres 1,215) 

Development of a management plan will involve the following: 

Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places 

Interim management via designation as a Class VI (Historic and 
Cultural Sites) under CFR Subpart 2,070 - Designation of Areas and 
Sites. 

Segregation from mineral location and other consumptive land uses 
including grazing. Mineral lease operations should be restricted. 

Provide for redesignation if more appropriate authority is esta- 
blished. 

Conduct environmental and archeological analyses. 

Lands - Support. withdrawal, designation cultural resources - national 
register, archeological analysis. 

Rationale. The Crescent Butte Ruins (42KA1549) represent a unique 
opportunity to preserve a significant resource which has high potential 
to contribute to our understanding of both the past environment and 
culture of the Johnson Canyon/Kanab region. 

Although the butte was considered as a potential recreation site during 
the 196Os, past use has been limited due to inaccessibility. At present 
the area is not being grazed and probably has not been in the recent 
past. Remarkably, the archeological site has largely been overlooked by 
pothunters, leaving it the only intact pueblo habitation site in the 
planning unit. 

ch .zdditlonal sl~~rets. 11 :~uc~tled -p---p_- -._ ___-_____- - 
,r,:\ ll,, I(‘! (‘r\‘,‘, 
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Jpecial designation and protective 
vation of the site for future use. 

measures will help insure preser- 

Team Identification of Impacts 
July 1978 

R-4.1 ORV use would be incompatible with protection of this site, 
100 acres. Neaf, Dish Pan allotments. 

M-l.1 Gravel removal would detract from preservation of Crescent 
Butte sites. 100 acres, Neaf, Dish Pan allotments. 

L-3.1 Crescent Butte archeological protection area is in corridor. 
About 100 acres, Neaf and Dish Pan allotments. 

M-la Would withdraw 100 acres from mineral location. 

Fagan Analyses of Impacts. There are no specific gravel deposits in this 
Sept 1978 specific area (M-1.1) so potential future gravel sales in the crescent 

Butte area present no valid conflict. 

This area will not be designated as a utility corridor (see impact 
analysis and multiple use recommendation for L-3.1). 

If this recommendation were implemented the area would be closed to ORV 
use (R-4.1) and withdrawn from mineral entry. These are both considered 
unavoidable impacts and the value of preserving this site outweighs 
these unavoidable impacts. 

Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommend,ation. 

Support Requirements 

1. Develop a detailed management plan. 

Z: 
Close area to ORV use. 
Withdraw area from mineral entry. 

Decision. Modify the multiple use recommendation by nominating the area 
to the National Register of Historic Places, but reject the other 

Jensen provisions of the recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Rationale. The area can be protected under multiple use management 
procedures without designation under subpart 2070 or other segregation. 



Peterson 
July, 1978 

MFP Interact loo 
Activity - Cultural Resources 

.-- 
Would ,\ccept ing 

Conf llctlng 
Conf 1 ictln? 

Poss lb le Recommendat ion 
or Positive to Modlfy Eliminate All 

Recommendat ion Hi thout or Part of Your 

Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Positive Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

CR-l.1 ’ R-4.1- ORV use would be incompatlhle with protection of this site, 100 acres. Neaf, Dish Pan No All 
allotments. 

‘R-2.1- Recreational development may be incompatible with preservation of archeological values. No Part 
100 acres, Neaf, Dish Pan allotment. 

\ M-l.l- Gravel removal would detract from preservation of Crescent Butte site. 100 acres, Neaf, No All 
Dish Pan allotments. 

\ L-3. l- Crescent Butte archeological protection area is in corridor. About 100 acres, Neaf and 
Dish Pan allotments. 



4 Powerline 
7 Powerline 
8 Powerline 

12 Powerline 
14 Reflector tower 
15 Powerline 
17 Sand caves 
21 Dump 
22 Powerline 
23 Powerline 
24 Chaining 

. 25 Telephone lines 
26 Powerline 
27 Dump and gravel pit 
30 Chaining 

31 Powerline 
33 Tank 

Economic feasibility 
Economic feasibility 
Economic feasibility 
Economic feasibility 
Private land 
Economic feasibility 
Economic feasibility 
Private land 
Economic feasibility 
Economic feasibility 
Rehab is occuring 
naturally 
Removal is scheduled 
Economic feasibility 
Private land 
Rehab is occuring 
naturally 
Economic feasibility 
Intrusion is not 
significant 

Reconciliation Of URA Step 4 - Visual Resources 

1. Visual Intrustions. Several of the visual intrusions identified in 
the URA were not carried forward because they were not feasible for 
rehabilitation economically. A list of the intrustions not recommended 
for rehabilitation is included below: 

Intrusion Number Name Reason 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY Of3JECTlVES 

Name (.\lFP) 

Vermilion 
Activity 

Visual Resources 
Objective Number 

Peterson Objective VR-1. Maintain or improve where possible the quality of 

Swain visual resources in the Vermilion Planning Unit. 
Fagan 
Jensen 
July 1978 Rationale. Policy of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM Manual 6300.06) 

states that the Bureau will: Plan, design, and implement its resource 
management activities in a manner which will minimize adverse impacts on 
the visual resource and provide all Bureau activities with guidance to 
minimize adverse impacts on the visual resource. 

Visual resources are an important resource in the Vermilion Planning 
Unit. In 1975, more than 3 million people visited the unit. More than 
90 percent of these visitors were travelers on various highways in the 
unit. About 40 to 45 percent of all highway travelers were from out of 
state and about 66 percent of the travelers in the unit are recreation- 
oriented tourists. Many are traveling through the unit to various 
national parks, state parks, or other attractions. Despite the fact that 
the destinations of most tourists are not on BLM lands, the overall 
impression of southern Utah is gained from lands of all ownership, 
including BLM lands. Scenic quality on BLM lands should be maintained 
to enhance the overall experience of the traveler. 

Although travelers on major highways account for most visitor use in the 
unit, visual resources are important to a growing number of visitors who 
are not passing through, but who are engaged in various activities on 
public lands in the unit. 

Visual resources are related to every type of recreational and sight- 
seeing activity. The maintenance of a good quality visual resource is 
critical to environmental quality in the region. 

-----a-- 

.ruclions on reverse) 

------ 

Form 1600-20 (Apnl 1075) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTLIENT OF TIiE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Visual Resources 
Overlav Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Peterson Recommendation VR-1.1. Allow modifications in the basic elements of the 
July 1978 landscape only if they meet visual resource management class standards. 

Each visual resource management class describes a different degree of 
modification allowed in the basic elements of the landscape. Visual 
contrast ratings (BLM Manual 6320) will be used to determine whether 
proposed modifications can meet visual resource management class cri- 
teria. Proposals which cannot meet VRM class standards must be either 
not allowed or redesigned in order to meet the accepted standards. 
Table 1 shows VRM class criteria, acreages in each class, and other 
pertinent information. 

Rationale. Visual Resource Management classes are determined using 
criteria found in BLM Manual 6320. The steps which are followed in 
arriving at management classes are: scenic quality evaluation, visual 
zone evaluation, and visual sensitivity evaluation. 

The scenic quality evaluation and potential for enhancing scenery are 
documented in URA, along with an identification of intrusions and 
opportunities to correct the visual problems associated with intrusions. 
The visual zones and visual sensitivity evaluations are functions of the 
social and cultural situation and, as such, are documented in the PAA. 
These three factors are combined, using established criteria, to form 
the classes which are based not only on scenery, but also on their 
visibility to the public, and their sensitivity to the public. 

Visual resources in the Vermilion Unit are of such quality that they 
have attracted the filming of numerous movies in the area. The frequent 
use of permanent movie sets in Johnson Canyon and west of Kanab attest 
to the long term demand for the scenic resources of the unit. Although 
these sets are on private lands, the Vermilion Cliffs, which provide 
their backdrop are mostly public lands. The Kanab area has been used as 
a setting for western movies for such a long time that the concept of 
western scenery of many people from other regions is the rugged red 
clifflines and juniper covered hills of the Vermilion Planning Unit. 

The fact that Highway 89 which passes through the Vermilion Unit is a 
major tourist artery will be reiterated many times in the URA, PAA and 
MFP documents for the unit. Highway 89 provides the major access for 
Grand Canyon, Bryce Canyon , and Zion National Park, and Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area. It also provides access to Paria Canyon 
Primitive Area and Coral Pink Sand Dunes State Park. Many visitors to 
Pipe Springs National Monument, Cedar Breaks National Monument, and 
Capital Reef National Park pass through the Vermilion Unit to reach 
these destinations. 

Note. ylttach xitiitlonal sheets. if needed 357 ---- --- ~________ 
1,. . ‘I I, !‘l,‘\ li,, rc.1 (,T’,‘, Fern Iti~70-.!1 i.L\prt! lOY-?‘l 



Team 
July 1978 

Approximately 3 million people drove through the unit in 1975. This was 
an increase of about 37 percent since 1968. About 40-45 percent of the 
traffic in the Vermilion Unit originated outside Utah. About 66 percent 
of the highway visitors were tourists who had some form of recreation as 
the objective for their travel. 

According to the PAA, business derived from tourists is extremely 
important to the economy of Kane County. For instance, in the towns of 
Kanab and Mt. Carmel Junction more than 60 percent of the retail busi- 
nesses cater partially or entirely to tourist demands such as food, 
lodging, gifts, gasoline, and entertainment. About 12-18 percent of 
total personal income in southwestern Utah is generated from local 
expenditures of tourists. In comparison, about 7 percent of personal 
income is derived from farming, according to the SEP. 

The Vermilion Planning Unit is highly scenic. The high quality visual 
resources adds to the experience of the tourists who travel in the 
region and molds their impressions of southern Utah. It is important to 
maintain high quality scenery for public enjoyment, and it is important 
to the local economy to maintain a high degree of quality in the visual 
resource. 

Impact Identification 

WL-2.3 

WL-1.4 

WL-1.3 

R-l.1 

R-2.1 

R-3.1 

Chaining on Buckskin Mountain may not meet VRM Class III 
criteria on 2,310 acres on Mollies Nipple allotment and about 
200 acres in Class II area in Poverty Flat allotment. 

Could conflict with Class II criteria in Water Canyon, Cla 
Flat, and Yellowjacket chained treatments and partly with 
Willis Canyon channel treatments . 

Pinyon-Juniper cutting in White Sage allotment may not meet 
Class III criteria. 

Campground may not meet Class II criteria. 40 acres, Art 
Canyon allotment. 

Design of Trail Canyon, Montezuma Mine, Crescent Butte, and 
Cottonwood Cliff Dwelling sites must meet Class II criteria. 
260 acres, First Point, Trail Canyon, Dish Pan, Neaf allotments. 

Natural areas would enhance maintenance of VRM class standards, 
due to withdrawals etc. 6,080 acres. Mollies Nipple, Carmel 
Junction, Farm Canyon, Art Canyon allotments. 



VR-1.3 

RM-2.5 

M-l.2 

L-l. 1 

L-2.1 

L-3.1 

L-3.2 

L-3.3 

L-3.4 

RM-4.1 

( +) Successful implementation would improve about 23,600 acres (- 
26 scenery unit) from Class IV to Class II about 12,800 acres 
in 014 scenery unit would be improved from Class III to Class 
II. A total of 59,400 acres would move into an improved 
quality class. 

Design modification , elimination or relocation of projects may 
be needed in VRM Class II, or Class III areas. 

Excavation for petrified wood removal along base of Vermilion 
Cliffs would conflict in Class II areas. This is about 2,000 
acres. 

All three areas are in VRM Class II may require modification 
or relocation. 234 acres. 

Communication site .25 acres in Class II area. The site may 
need modification to meet Class II criteria. 

Entire corridor .east of Kanab is in Class III with exception 
of about 300 acres of Class II at Crescent Butte. Almost 
entire corridor west of Kanab is Class II total corridor about 
19,200 acres. 

The corridor involves Class II areas at White Cliffs, crossing 
highway 89, and along yellowjacket road near sand dunes. 
About 6 acre miles of Class II involved. About 11 miles of 
Class II are involved. 

Corridor involves a small amount of Class II (about - miles). 
The remainder is Class III about- miles. 

Aout 4 miles is in Class III. The remainder is Class IV 
(about 10 miles). 

Conflicts with Class II and Class II areas are shown on attach- 
ed table. These projects could require modification, reloca- 
tion, or elimination for to meet VRM criteria. 

Fagan Impact Analysis. The VRM system is a legally tested systematic method 
SeDt 1978 for developinq visual resource management objectives. An area which is 

determined'to-be VRM Class II is a Class II area, just as a range type 
is a range type, or a wildlife habitat area is a wildlife habitat area; 
there is no management decision to be made as to whether or not an area 
is VRM Class II or not. The management decision is whether or not to 
allow projects which would violate VRM objectives. The interactions 
above indicate that if proposed actions of resource recommendations are 
not carefully designed and strictly managed after completion, there 
would be numerous violations of VRM objectives. 



If a future management decision goes against VRM objectives, the VRM 
system provides a quantified index of the significance of visual impact 
(as required by NEPA) which would be included in each project's required 
Environmental Analysis or Environmental Statement. 

Fax- 7 Multiple Use Recommendation. Consider VRM objectives in all projects or 
S .978 actions that would affect VRM classes. Prior to implementing any project 

perform a detailed on-site analysis of the impacts on VRM. 

There will be cases where the benefits of a particular project outweigh 
the benefits of retaining the objectives of a VRM class. 

Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 



Table 1 
Visual Resource Management Classes 

Management Class Criteria 

Class I - This class provides for natural, 
ecological changes only. It applies to 
existing designated primitive or natural 
areas. It precludes any kind of activity 
which would make more than a subtle visual 
change. 

Class IT - The BLM manual (6310) states 
that changes in the basic elements of 
form, line, color, or texture caused by a 
management activity should not be evident 
in the basic landscape. This could limit 
many kinds of management activities such as 
chainings, roads, fencelines, or pipelines. 
These kinds of activities are excluded 
unless they can be located or designed 
where their visual effect is not evident in 
the basic landscape. 

Class III - Changes caused by a management 
activity may be evident in the landscape. 
However, the changes should remain sub- 
ordinate to the visual strengths of the 
existing landscape character. This means 
that most kinds of activities can be 
allowed if they can be located and designed 
so as not to be a dominating factor in the 
landscape. 

Acres Grazing Allotments 

2,560 Class I - Pine Hollow, Wire Pass 

119,860 Class II - Wire Pass, Pine Hollow, Five- 
Mile Mountain, Mollie's Nipple, Swallow 
Park, Vermilion, Glasseye, .Johnson Lakes, 
Seaman, Hell's Bellow, Neaf, White Sage, 
Flag Point, Dishpan, Locke Ridge, Boot, 
Johnson Canyon, School Section, Brown 
Canyon, John R. Flat, Red Canyon, Carmel 
Junction, Twin Hollow, Barracks Point, 
Virgin River, Flume Hollow, Poverty Flat, 
Willis Canyon, Sunnyside, Thompson Point, 
Lost Springs, Bunting Canyon, Trail Canyon, 
Red Knoll, Old Fort, Cougar Canyon, Water 
Canyon, Farm Canyon, Yellowjacket, Art 
Canyon, Chris Spring, Willow Springs, Buck 
Pasture, Sethy's Canyon, Fishtail, Clay 
Flat, Pine Springs. 

152,500 Class III & IV - It is assumed that most 
range developments can be located or designed 
to meet Class III and Class IV requirements. 
Particularly, large or significant develop- 
ments such as powerplants, railroads, major 
pipelines or powerlines should be individually 
checked, since they may not meet Class III 
or IV criteria. 

(continued) 



(Table 1, concluded) 

Management Class Criteria Acres Grazing Allotments 

Class IV - Changes in the landscape 279,580 
character can be made but they must be 
designed to reflect what could be a natural 
occurrance. 

Class V - Change is needed in order to 
rehabilitate an unacceptable condition 
and restore an area where visual quality 
is consistent with the surrounding land- 
scape. 



UNITED STATES 

I DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ’ \:I..\’ 1 

Vermilion 
Activtty 

Visual Resources 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Peterson Recommendation VR 1.2. Rehabilitate visual intrusions in the Vermilion 
July 1978 Planning Unit. Table 2 describes the intrusion, location, and necessary 

actions involved in this recommendation. 

Rationale. There are a number of intrusions in the Vermilion Unit which 
detract from scenic quality. It is technically and economically feas- 
ible to rehabilitate these intrusions and consequently improve the 
quality of scenery in the unit. 

The importance of maintaining high quality visual resources is cited in 
detail in the previous recommendation (Visual Resources-R 1.1). That 
rationale is relevant to this recommendation, also. 

Multiple Use Analysis. There are no significant negative interactions. 

Fagan Multiple Use Recommendation. Accept the recommendation. 
Sept 1978 
Jensen Decision. Approve the multiple use recommendation. 
Jan 1981 

Note. Attach additIona sheets. I!’ needed --- 
I,, .,‘,,,, :I,,!‘\ I,‘! I<‘! IITC,‘I 
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FN-2.6 

RM-3.4- 

W-2.6- 

RM-2. b- 

M-l .l- 

M-1.2- 

L-l.l- 

L-2.1- 

1.-3.1- 

L-3.2- 

L-3.3- 

L-3.4- 

RM-4. l- 

VRM Class Project 

II Plow and Seed 

II Cutting Area 

III Burn 

III Burn and Seed 

Allotment 

Clay Flat and 
Sethy’s Canyon 

Klnnlklnnic 

Vcnnllion Hollies 
Nipple 

5-Mile Mountain 

Acres 

1500 

600 

3500 

2900 

Gravel disposals could conflict with V&Y Class II or III criteria in the following areas. 
This could involve modiffcations, elimination, or relocation of gravel disposals. 

VRM Class Area Acres 

II AXD III 
II 

III 

Coral Pink Sand Dunes and West 4,000 
Three Lakes/Kanab Creek 600 
Johnson Canyon and Kanab East to 7,000 
plaunlng unit boundary. 

Excavation for petrified wood removal along base of Vermilion Cliffs would conflict in 
Class II areas. This is about 2,000 acres. 

All three areas are in VRY Class II - nay require modification or relocation. 234 acres. 

Communication site .25 acres in Class II area. 

Entire corridor east of Kanab 13 in Class III with exception of about 300 acres of Class II 
at Crescent Rutte. 
19,200 acres. 

Almost entlre corridor west of Kanab is Class II - total corridor about 

The corridor involves Class II areas at White Cliffs. crossing highway 89, and along yellow- 
jacket road near sand dunes. Ahout 6 miles acres of Class II involved. About 11 mfles of 
Class III are fnvolved. 

Corridor involves a 
about miles. 

small amount of Class II (about _ mfles). The remainder fs Class III - 

_- 

About 4 milts is in Class III. The remainder is Class IV (about 10 miles). 

Conflicts with Class II and Class III areas are shown on attached table. 
Thcsc projects could require modification, relocation, or elimination for to meet VRH criteria. 

Allotment 
Number and name 

4005 Barracks Point 

Trea tmcnt 

Chain, seed 
Chain, seed 

Acres 

480 
570 

VRM Acreage in 
Class Conflict 

III 250 

4013 Buck Pasture Chatn, seed 270 --- -__ 

4022 Chris Spring Spray, seed 780 III 780 

- - . . -- ..- 



VR-1.1 

Allotment 
Number and name 

IM Acreage In 
Treatment Acres &ass Conflict .- 

4023 Clay Flat 

4033 Dry Lake 

4043 Five Nile 

4044 Flood Canyon 

4046 FAR 

4058 Harris Flat 

4063 John R. Flat 

4121 Johnson Canyon 

4064 Johnson Lake 

4065 Johnson Pofnt Spray, seed 930 --w 

4068 Kane Springs Spray, seed 380 
Spray, seed 660 

4071 Locke Ridge 

4081 Meadow Canyon 

4083 Mollies Nipple 

4068 Neaf 

4088 Oak Springs Plow, seed 280 

4093 Pine Springs Spray, seed 
Spray, seed 

1,368 
1,410 

Plow, seed 

Plow, seed 

Durn, seed 

Chain, seed 
Chain, seed 

Plow, seed 

Spray seed 1,945 m-w 

Spray, seed 
Spray, seed 

guru, seed 

Burn, seed 
Chain, seed 
Chain, seed 
Spray, seed 

C!lain, seed 
Chain, seed 
Spray, seed 
Spray, seed 
Spray, seed 
Plow, seed 
Burn, seed 
Plow, seen 

Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 
Spray, seed 
Plow, seed 

Burn, seed 613 11 340 
Chain, seed 270 11; 543 

w-w 

II 
III 

40 
7 71'1 

640 

310 

6,180 

220 
420 

970 

1,340 
900 

l!O 

55i; 
410 

1,520 
45 

3,320 
763 
210 

1.1n5 
450 

1,870 
1,060 

360 
3,860 

215 
720 
660 

14,598 

II 640 

III 300 

III 2,240 

-- --- 

--e 

II 80 

-me 

--- 

III 

w-w 

420 

II 480 
III 11,200 



VR-1.1 

Allotment 
Number and name 

4094 Poverty Flat 

Treatment Acres C 

Chain, seed 500 
Chain, seed 380 

4095 Red Butte 

4102 Rock Springs 

4105 School Section 

4107 Seeps 

4108 Sethy’s Canyon 

4142 Sheep Spring 

4111 Sink Hole 

4120 Swallow Park 

4126 Trail Well 

4127 Twin Hollow 

4128 Upper Hog 

4130 Vermilion 

4134 White Sage 

4135 Willow Spring 

4137 Yellowjacket 

TOTAL 

Plow, seed 

Spray, seed 

Burn, seed 

Chain, seed 

Plow, seed 

Chain, seed 

Spray, seed 

Spray, aecd 

Chaln, seed 

Plow, seed 

Plow, seed 
Chain, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, sncd 
Chain, seed 
Plow, seed 
Plow, seed 

Chain, seed 

Spray, seed 

Spray, seed 
Chain, seed 

300 

260 

40 

1.920 

40 

2,040 

1,340 

420 

610 

100 

160 
2,050 

85 
145 
590 
540 

3,640 
145 
160 

7,515 

570 

31 

717 
240 

55,142 

II 

--- 

--- 

III 

111 

--- 

--- 

II 

II 
III 

11 

--- 

II 
III 

. 

III 

111 

II 

Acreage in 
Conf llct 

160 

--- 

--- 

40 

1,920 

--- 

--- 

1,340 

80 
340 

160 

--- 

60 
2,420 

570 

31 

80 



1. 
2. 

3. 

TABL, 2 

Rehabilitation of Visual Intrusions 

Intrusion Grazing Approximate 
Number Priority Allotment Acreage Necessary Action Support Requirements 

5. Dump 8 
6. Powerline 9 
9. Dump 15 

10. Car Body 7 
11. Corrals 3 

13. 

16. Pumphouse 

18. Car Bodies 

19. 

20. T.V. Towers 

28. 
29. 
32. 

34. 

Road Cuts 4 Barracks Point 
Road 14 Poverty Flat 

Trash 1 

Pipelines 

Pipeline 

Gravel Pit 
Dump 
Mine 
Buildings 
Road Cuts 

Virgin River 

Twin Hollow 
Carmel Junction 
Buck Pasture 
Willow Springs 
Art Canyon 

100 
4 miles 
of road 
10 miles 
of river 
.5 acres 
5 acres 
1 acre 
.5 acre 
1 acre 

2 Water Canyon 20 acres 

5 Red Knoll .5 acre 

6 Red Knoll .5 acre 

12 

11 

10 
13 
16 

17 

Lower Hog 

Fishtail 

1.5 miles 

1 acre 

Lower Hog 1.5 miles Clean up and rehabilitate 
Granary Ranch .5 acres Clean up 
Mollies Nipple 1 acre Remove buildings and rehabilitate 

Mollies Nipple 2 miles Close and rehabilitate Operations 

Obliterate and rehabilitate roads Operations 
Close Road Operations 

Clean up Operations 

Clean up 
Thin trees along line clearing 
Close and clean up 
Remove 
Relocate 

Clean up 

Pain pumphouse 

Cover car bodies, place rocks in 
stream cut area 

Remove pipe 

Paint and clean up 

Operations 
Operations 
Operations 
Operations 
Operations or. 
grazing 
Fredonia City, 
lands 
Kanab City, 
lands 
Utah Highway 
Department, 
lands 
Lands, Kanab 
city 
Lands, Kanab 
Lions 
Operations 
Operations 
Operations 



MFP Inturxt ton 
Actlvlty - Vi:: ‘:* s,,urces - 

Wou ,-I .,ccepting 
Col;f 1 let ing 

ConflictLng Possible Recommendat ion 
or PosLtfve to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation WLt110ut or Part of Your 
Reconnendntlon Nllmber Nunhcr What is the Conflict or Positive Interact ion and How Much? Compromise Recommendation 

VR-I .l WL-2.3- 

W-l .4- 

w-1.3- 

R-l.l- 

R-2.1- 

R-3.1 & 
3.2, 3.3+ 

VR-1.3+ 

w-2.5- 

Chaining on Buckskin Mountain may not meet VRM Class III crlterla on 2,310 acres on Molliee No Part 
Nipple allotment and ahout 200 acres in Class II area in Poverty Flat allotment. 

Could conflict with Class II crlterla in Water Canyon, Clay Flat, and Yellowjacket chained No Part 
treatments and partly with Willis Canyon channel treatments. 

Pfnyon-Juniper cutting in White Sage allotment may not meet Class III criteria. No Part 

Campground may not meet Class II criteria. 40 acres, Art Canyon allotment. No Part 

Design of Trail Canyon, Montezuma Mine, Crescent Butte, and Cottonwood Cliff Dwelling sites No Part 
must meet Class II criteria. 260 acres, First Point, Trail Canyon, Dtsh Pan, Neaf allotments. 

Natural areas would enhance maintenance of VRW class standards, due to withdrawals etc. 6,080 
ncfes. Plollies Nipple, Cane1 Junction, Farm Canyon, Art Canyon allotments. . 

Successful implemetation would improve about 23,600 acres (026 scenery unit) from Class 
IV to Class II ahout 1 2,800 acres in 014 scenery unit would be improved from Class III to 
Class II. A total of 59,400 acres would move into an improved quality class. 

Design modlflcation, elimination or relocation of projects may be needed in VRM Class II No Part 
or Class III areas: 

VRM 
Class Project Allotment Acres 

III Well and Windmill Barracks Pt .5 acre 
Ii Pipe1 ine Plne Spr lngs L mlle 
II Well and Windmill Red Canyon .5 acre 
II Pipe1 ine Johnson Canyon .25 mlle 
11 Reservoir Locke Ridge .5 acre 
II Fence .Joll:lson Lake .25 mile 

III Fence Five Mile Mountain 5 miles 
II Pipeline & Spring Deveiopment Vermilion 1 mile 
II Fence Hells Bellows .25 mile 

RM-2.6- Projects listed below may not meet class II or class III criteria. This may require 
modification, elimination, relocation of the projects. 

VRM Class Project Allotment Acres 

RM-3.4- 

M-3.4- 

111 

11 . 

Cutting Area 

Cutting Area 

Barracks Pt 

Twin Hollcw 

300 

250 

(cant inued) 

No Part 



MFP ’ ction 
Activity - ; Resources 

Would Accepting 

Conflicting - 
Conf 1 let ing Possible Recommendat lo” 
or Positive to Modify Eliminate All 

Recommendation Wlthout or Part of Your 
Recommendation Number Number What is the Conflict or Posttlve Interaction and How Much? Compromise Recommendat ion 

VR-1.2 R-l-l+ Development vould require removal of intrusion 111. Art Canyon allotment 40 acres. 

R-3.2+ Natural area designation would require removal of junk which is noted ns intrusion #i3. 
20 acres, Water Canyon allotment. 

RM-2.5- Development of Sand Spring would conflict vith removal of facilftles there. 40 acres, 
Art Canyon aliotmnt. 

L-2.2+ Removal of trespass pipeline would enhance cleanup of intrusion 1113. 20 acres, Water 
Canyon allotment. 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN ON KANAB/ESCALANTE ES AREA MFPs 

Apr 2 
+0 

pr 2'7 

Public participation meet inns with interest groups (listed below) to 
discuss hew proposed ::FP deciqions ;/ill effect their activity. In 
discussing the grazing proposals from the MFP, a member of the ES team 
will be present to get scoping information for the upcoming ES. Scoping 
should establish \:il?t issues. can:Teneslt concerns, and resource develop- 
rs.nt oppo$ln’~;.2~ <:-ztI;;.: b2 Cr)::Sif~-:‘:!~* Where Area Managers determine 
that issues a:ld grsi;; ;.z:~ositio~ l;;a;*r*ants, one meeting may be held for 
two or three Areas at cr,c2. The ccc:-:ents from these meetings will be 
summarized !II ,;rriting and considered as part of the official public 
comment. Public ccmment will be accepted from the first interest group 
meeting through I?ay I8 on the MFP and on scoping for the ES. Groups to 
be contacted and responsible individuals within the District are: 

Apr 2 

Ranchers: Specialist who developed the grazing 
system & AMs 

Mining: Bill Dalness 
Wildlife & Recreation: Steve Hedges & Paul Boos 
County 5 City Govern.: Area :!anagers 
Fed. & State Agencies: District R Area Managers in joint meeting 

in Cedar City 

Federal Register notice announcing that we will be gathering scoping 
infomation for the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES at Open Houses in Kanab 
on May 2, and in St. George and Escalante on May 3. A separate Federal 
Register notice filed by the State Office will announce that we will be 
reviewing the results of the Wilderness Review Initial Inventory at 
these same Open Houses. 

Apr 19 A full page advertisement in the Southern Utah News will announce a !?ay 
2 Open House in Kanab. It will cover the major issues addressed in the 
MFPs for that Area. The ad will state that this Open House will address 
the MFPs, the Kanab/Escalante Grazing ES and the results of the Wilder- 
ness Review Initial Inventory. A similar ad will run in the Garfield 
County News for Escalante Open House on May 3. A news release in ti.2 
Washington County News will contain the same basic information for the 
Open House in St. George for Dixie RA. A news release will be sent to 
Salt Lake City papers on the Salt Lake meeting. 

Apr 30 A public meeting will be held in Salt Lake on all five planning units in 
the ES area. The ELM will make a presentation on MFP recommendations, 
answer questions and accept public comment. BLM participants will be 
Morgan Jensen, Dennis Curtis, Jerry Meredith, Rich Fagan, Frank Rowley, 
Craig Zufelt, Bill Dalness, Paul Boos, Von Swain, and Bob Zundel. 



May 2 Open House in Kanab for Kanab RA to cover wilderness Inventory 
results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing ES. 

May 3 Open Houses in Escalante and St. George to cover Wilderness 
Inventory results, MFP decisions and scoping for the grazing 
ES. 

All Open Houses will run from 200 P.M. t0 7:OO P.rk to allow 
maximum participation. More details on recommended format for 
Open Houses can be obtained from Jerry Meredith. 

May 18 End of public comment period on MFP decisions and on scoping 
for the ES. All public comments on the Wilderness Inventory 
should be handled separately. Comments on this subject will 
be accepted until June 30. 

Note: All public meetings and meetings with interest groups should 
have summary notes kept as part of the public comment. Comments 
received in sriting that deal with specific information, the 
coorentor feels is important should be answered in writin?. 
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Cedar- Cill;l Disti-ict Office 
1579 i:orth :.hirl StrEet 

P. 0. Box 724, Cedsr City, Utah 64720 

April 6, 1979 

The Ct?dzr City District, 6:fre?g of Lar:ci iGir~2~x-I?:~nt is nearing 
c~;!~jc;/;fc!i cf ::,~;:,~~::~zil", Fl-<::.,,,:2i-j: ;?iz:.,s CJ :T':.: j jr i;;-!ds ;',Q :,:..;st of 
Gar*f$cld arld ::;:I: Counties znr' a:! Canas: ikur,tcti!l in Z.zhingtGn 
COUllty. Pub7 i c :.:>cti ng; ai- scnedulcd dui-ing t!iz ~c% of Ap~'~j 30 
to present and gath2r cements on this planning. 

Prior to tkesz xetings k:e /IZ:?I~ SC~:P~UICCI a jss.s!:cn for State and 
Federal ac?nrizs ti:st xy br- eflxt& b:; or irltzrc?sted in our actions. 
Cie icould like to invite ycu or your r:prezcntzti$:c co attend this 
meeting. It is sciizduled .Tor Tilu:-;c!zy, kpril 19, i;t I:GO p.m. in 
the District Office, 1579 llorth Xain, Csdar City. 

If you haw any questicns concerning this planning effort, please 
feel free to contacr n:e or a mmbcr of the district staff. 

Sincerely, 

/( n?n,;;I ,.-** ; ;,y; 1 - .,. .--/.. -.~.~x?~ 
Disdrice &mager 
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blr. Donald L. Pendleton 
BLi-1, Richfield District 
150 East 9GO Xorth, Box 768 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Mr. Billy TemDleton 
ELH, Arizona Strip District 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Dixie National Forest Supervisor 
82 North 100 East 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Ron Larson 
Utah Forestry & Fire Control 
154 [forth Ilain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Utah Parks & Recreation 
586 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Guy Bird 
Utah Resource Conservation & Development 
491 South Main Street 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Jim Bowns 
SUSC College of Sciences 
351 West Center 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Mitchell Sheldon 
U.S. Fish & Iafildlife Service 
1426 Federal Building, 125 South State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138 

Mr. Milo Barney 
Utah Department of Natural Resources 
4th Floor Empire Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

Mr. Hike Coffeen 
Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 
622 North Main Street 
Cedar City, Utah S4720 

i ; 
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Utah Department of Transportation 
880 llorth biain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Soil Conservation Cervice 
36 North 300 'Lest 
Kanab, I;tah 84741 

U.S. Senators Office 
Ms. Jeanine Holt 
10 North f-lain 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 - 

Soil Conservation Service 
225 East Cell ter 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Soil Conservation Service 
196 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Mr. Gerald Stoker 
Utah State l-later Engineer 
154 North Ma i n 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Utah State Extension Agent 
55 so~t!l ::ziin 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Utah State Extension Agent 
70 North Main 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Utah State Extension Agent 
197 East Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Mr. Brian Harry, Superintendent 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
P. 0. Box 1507 
Page, Arizona 86040 

Mr. Robert Heyder 
Superintendent 
Zion National Park 
Spri ngdale, Utah 84767 

Mr. Thomas Hobbs, Superintendent 
Bryce Canyon National Park 
Bryce Canyon, Utah 84717 

Mr. Derek 0. Hambly 
Superintendent 
Capitol Reef National Park 
Torrey, Utah 34775 
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BUHCAU OF LA,%\in hl/,,NACtF.!~NT 
Cedar City District OfTic 

1579 i!ot*th Xdin Str6z-l 
P. 0. Cox 724, Cc&r City, L'tzh 34720 
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April 9, 1?79 
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The Ceihr Cj t:, Df:irj ct, r;rz;y ‘of Lznd I~~!?:!cyc:? t is !::=.!-il,~: 
co:,:ple~jcl: of- :.::::,:;::.:~nt Ft-,c:::s::ot-k ?i:if?s cn p~5lic 12nds in rkst 
of Gat-fiel(! ar?d KSUC Csunties zr;d cn Canaan I.I?untain in l,!ashi';-:c$on 
Cowty. F'~fSlic n;zeti:;gs arA "02,cn ;;mses" are sctiedulzd GLI,-?T;s 
the week of Api*ii 3; - ;.:zy Ir to present a:nd ~2 r;!:cr ccxxxt~ on 
this pl atl;ll i'?. '.'a encourasz yw ",I: ..C zttznd r,n~.oi:'i;hese txetings 
(see attzict::d). ?1235,2 note t>zt thz' f:,yer tize5 not 7is.t ti;e 
"Open t;ou35: sc++~je.j for ;jle St. kc;-q t2ixir? Zureau of Lr;nci 
fhr;J~I-':~"il~: 

.- - . 
;?2scfurce /-!I-?3 OTfiC2, Dixie Offica SL;iidfnq, on :Gy 3 

from 1:W p.m. co 7:L.X p.m. This "open house" will deal exclusively 
with Carxan r'<ozntain. 

If you have any qu2stio;~s ccnccrning This planning effort, please 
feel free to cct;tact i;:e. bill Dalness, a gsologist O:I the district 
staff, sholild be a.llc to at1 zcr any qzstions concerning the mineral 
resource. Our phone number is (801) 586-2401. 

Sincerely, 
(7 _I 

vz 
7 

!I, *.* 

Y 
“, &[ \. . . ../c’&- 

. ’ *.’ 
Dis trS:t Manager 
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AU :~il7t:S, ZIlC. 

1 L.'+O cl i-.-l:1 c s '; :: c'c‘t 

Dcn*Jcr, CO SO203 

C?nsolid.?tion C9ciL CQn;?.?ny 
I:c~~c.rs T:lIi !c!i ;:;; 
43G s CL'<.!? C';l .\VC?. 
?i t I ::5*2r~Ir, iJt’.? i 5c1g 

El Pzcn ::.l;l!,,-?L ccc co. 

P. 0. !-.3x i ‘.c77 A.‘, _I- 

El P3s0, IF.< :9?73 

Gsor:;c! Frc;;?rzn 
330 s.~:!t:l i.'lrst :,:r St 
Panguitch, tiT S4754 

?lono Power Co!::;~arly 
22/1!+ KI1lnut CL'ovc .',*Jc. 
Roscncnd, CA '1770 

Kew XlSion Rcsourctis Co. 
P: 0. 60s 15s 
San Diczo, CA 32112 

Uta?l InLcrnationr;L, Inc. 
550 CaLiiJrnia SL~.c.et 
San Frmcizco, CA cl:'+104 

S. H. b!cst 
P. 0. Go?< 165 
Pleasant Grwe, UT S4062 

. Caesar tulton 
Gf;Jz'~~~cc , ZS ~7. f?- hr.*, ii,-,,c 

7 - . 1; 3 \ 
so330 'sb:vt+ 

LfOl 
'4 I'-iit~ .i5fLIh. /J S$&5 ?Ys-‘l7 

Cl1c?rlcs iJc!?ton 
p. n, s3.y :‘;5” 

Aricsia, L..; tti213 
;(:I ~,l!lj 
Kin2 C2nneL Coal Co. 
Rockville, UT ,/-i763 

Kevada Electric Investment Con?any 
P. 0. Box 230 
Las Vcps, 1.x 63102 

PcaSody Co21 Co:a;,any 
301 X\'orth ::c~orS.zL 
St Louis, >;O 63102 

Aaron H. and Pcola H. 

Rasrxussen 
Veyo Star Route 
Box SO 
Central, UT 84722 

Resources Conpzny 
P. 0. Eox 2OS2G 
Zhocnis, AZ S5036 

-- -. .: -._.__ 

l . 

. 
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Sk::1 c11 c;;:..;:z::y 
s;;cL:71::-:d i. .::::r 
p* c. ;o:; 2i:cI:‘, 
I?21 icl.!J , XC 75221 

UtiJl pc;:.er .,:i’i Light Caz;t;l;? 
p. 0. S?X ET;3 
S&j.t Lr-.!ce CiLy, UT S/k110 

wools Pc:rc~lzc Corn~any 
Suite 530, ‘--';ona? ?cun?ztion .*.-+a. 
Vest G:li?iiny 
3555 ::. !I. 5sc.n Street 
Oklzhc':~3 c;,:y, C-I: 73112 

llik.0 F;<:ll JIi.;l5:;; ,?nd Cil COZTaC:: 
p . 13 . 5 01; !i L'.--',.. . r “.A 
Vernal, UT SGOiS 
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April 9, 1979 

The Eurcz?r of L;.:d ;-T~n;~::?:r?t is pr~s~i;tl~ ul-~<*~rt~kina a mzJo~* plannir.2 
.n- effort Sn !!zsi!;‘::;;to;;, I<.:;;c 7.~3 Garfield COLI::~I~:,. ~G;r Fi'r)l~cn i nte!-,s -I 

in S@!:~i:~:-ll lJf::.:l pl;I;nir;? t::.S p)"f:~?t~o~ me t!) )-eCYucst ;rOtJj' ~Sjjjt~nCe:c 
in c;lr c-;'j-p!~i :;j;;;nj!;; - '.'-~~~*ts. '-4 I"‘ 

01 /.!;;-jl 2.5, "'7.3 F. ?,:C'<<.; pizI;:;jll.: l;:~i-i:S~;c!> is b2jl;g jisj< at t/j2 -.x,4, -;J-" 
Ce<;r ~:fi,y zj;",:-ict Office a-, 7130 p,r:.. i'ile p:zjor topics 0.: djj- 
cussioy :/ill ii-;clL!ti2 p1a;:r:"r.q for xcrezti;n z!:;i :!fldli'f~. r~:o;;rces. 
1Jitil it12 d2v!3lc+:::nt Fi’?‘:5L!i‘.2 i;fzh ;‘o:- :hz rich c;:crc;' res::!:rczs in 
southt:rn L'tzb, it bzcc;r.cs t:ery .iylPJ:-tS!Jt that th3 wi lalifc! and 'rpc- 
reati:v res:xi-2s ' ',,-i, n L r‘l 2'2 aci,., 11. L- iy i",??r'E?f- ntz:d in ou:- ?zr,d use decisions. 

The major recreation tcpics of discvssi;il xii1 incfudz szcuriEg cublic 
acwss to IjiG j,;.j- Gac~cI,:;fI~jmjl .;~~,;-~Ci;j~,;~ , Oif-)‘cli~ :If;qiclc ~~Si.;ll3tj(j1:j) 
managcxent dirxtion on C:nazn :1:,yn.?zirl. Paris-Hackberry, Fif%y-mile 
Clounzi'n arxl T;J;t! ~SC313.n~~ Carl;‘CilS. 

The major wildlif? topics of discuzzion :./ill bz vqetation msnt?ulation, 
transplants of' Lic_lilorn SiiSED, ri ;;.:,t i 511 habf tat fi~~ll~~Xl~nt ald 11 ve- 
stock managtixcnc for bsnzfit of wildlife habitat. 

If you canr.ot attend this m?etfng, I wxld urge you to attend the 
District's open houses in iknab, Esc~iant~, St. George, or the public 
meeting in th2 Salt Pairice c:: +ri? .?:23. In these rxetings you will 
have an opporti:nit;, to cGXzr;t cn the planning for all resources. The 
attached circu?ar gives you a17 the Fzrtirent informtion regarding 
these meetings ‘tnd issues to be discussed. 
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Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 
c/o Kim Crumb0 
P-0. Box 597 

mas, Utah 84036 

Mr. Dick Carter 
8 East Broadb;ay 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84112 

Mr. Ken Sleight 
Wonderland Expeditions 
P.O. Box 333 
Green River, Utah 84525 

Ms. Edith Reeves 
Sierra Club 
1739 E. San /,iiguel Ave. 
Phoenix, Arizona 35016 

Sunrise Air Service 
c/o f+-. Bill Blasdell 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Mr. Brian Beard 
93 E. 100 S. 
Logan, Utah 84321 

Mr. Doug flelson 
"'?I Survival Course 

705 R-6. 
ho, Utah 34601 

Mr. Allen Malmquist 
Moccasin Tours, Inc. 
Box 388 
Fredonia, Arizona 86022 

Mr. John Percher 
Yellowstone Wilderness Guides 
2251 Cottonwood Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 

Ms. Aleda Nelson 
Curalogos Cot-o. 
1700 Desert Inn Rd. +412 
Las Vegas, :iev. 89109 

Ms. Nancy !a:ahl 
325 Oro Valley Drive 
Tucson, Arizona 85704 

Mr. Larry Olsen 
Survival Seminar Retreats 
2010 University Club Bldg. 
136 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 34111 

ISSUE 
Lloyd Gordon, Editor 
P.O. Box 728 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Friends of the Earth 
Gordcn Anderson 
Colorado Plauteau Representative 
P.O. 60x 820 
Moab, Utah 84532 

Save OUr Canyons Committee 
Alexis Kelner 
1201 1st Ave. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 

Uinta Chapter, Sierra Club 
Ruth Frear 
1453 East 9th South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84105 

Iron County Historical Society 
c/o Dr. Morris A. Shirts, President 
570 South 580 !Jest 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Boulder Mountain Packers 
c/o Larry Davis 
P.O. Box 446 
Boulder, Utah 84716 

Escalante Wilderness Committee 
c/o Pete Hovingh 
721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 

Wasatch Mountain Club 
Chairman, Conservation Committee 
2889 Loran Heights Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 

Escalante Scenic Tours 
c/o Mohn Christensen 
Escalante, Utah 84726 
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Utah Recreation Lahd Users Association 
1127 !s!est 3t.h South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 34104 

Adventure Expeditions 
c/o Torn Brereton 
P.O. Box 277 
Springdale, Utah 34767 

Canyon Tours Inc. 
P-0. Box 1597 
Page, Arizona 36040 

Golden Circfe Tours 
c/o Nom Cram 
89 East Center 
Kanab, Utah 84747 

Utah Wildlife and Outdoor Recreation Federation 
328 I-lest 200 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 34101 

Mr. Cal Giddings 
Wild & Scenic Rivers 
1425 Perry Ave. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 
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IS REPLY Itt:FElt 

Unkd S!atcs Dcprmcnt of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND hl4NAGEI1Eh’T 

1603 
u-040 

Cedar City Oistrict 3ffice 
1579 ilorth Aain Street, 

P. .O. Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 64720 

April 17, 1979 

The Bureau of Land ?anar;lement is presently undertaking a major planning 
effort in !:ashin~ml, Kane alld Garfield Counties. Your proven interest 
in southern Utah planning has proxqted me to request your assistance 
in our current; planning efforts. 

On April 25, 1979, a s?ecizl planning wcrkshop is being held at the 
Cedar Cit?; Ziscrict c)fic? at 7:30 G.Z. The major topics of dis- 
cussion ~411 i5cltii.2 plarni!:? for I_I.-_ r3rr3nf;' cy a:,,i 

- 
I;!ilr!life rzsctirces. 

~!ith t::e i;L'.'~~5;:;1~~I, t:‘~;:~re ,licil iGr tn~ ' ;r;cn e!:erg:: r2sourc2s :n 
southern litah, ft i;e&es very iiportant that zhe wildlife and rec- . 
reation resource-s at+e adequ~tsly represented in our land use decisions. 

The major recreatioc topics of discussion will include securing public 
access to r3;or kp-br L rL?.c. 051: <i-l/ att~-act; ens , 
managezznt dyrecticn on Czxan 

off- i-oad vehicle designations, 
Xountain, Paria-Hackberry, Fi fty-nile 

Mountain and the Escalance Gnyons. 

The major wildlife topics of discussion will be vegetation manipulation, 
transplants of bighorn sheep, riparian habitzz manactment and 1 ive- 
stock r;;znage:nent for benefit of wildlife habitat. 

If you canno t attend this meeting, I would urge you to attend the 
District's o?en houses in Kanab, Escalante, St. George, or the public 
meeting in the Salt Palace on April 30th. In these meetings you will 
have an opportunity to comment on the planning for all resources. The 
attached circular gives you all the pertinent information regarding 
these meetings and issues td be discussed. 

Sincerely, 

,,Wq, 
& ,.-- ‘\ e- 

-. e 
ST?&- . . -.rl\. 
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Dis-tiiA Hanager 

: Circular 



THE ATTACHED LETTER SETlT TO THE FOLLOI~liNG: 

Robert H. Hassel 
Panguitch, Utah 34759 

'JaZ!: McLLllan %, 
2453:.g' 66~w~~outh“~.,, /'- 
Satt La@ Clty.-,Utah,t 84121 

Jacc Soper 
i A 

Panguitch Ilildlife Federation 
Panguitch, Utah 84759 

Bud Sullivan 
Utah blildlife Federaticn 
1102 Nalker Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

Utah Environrental Center 
Jan Johnson, Director 
1275 I-!ilmington Avenue 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 

Utah Yature Study Societ;/ 
Dr. Stan I-iulaik, Executive Secretary 
1144 East erd South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84010 

Fund for Animals 
Lonnie Johnson, Field Director 
7167 South 2000 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 



IS REPLY Kt:FER TC 

Unite6 States Depxtment of the Interior 1603 
u-040 

BUREAU OF LAND slANAGE:.!ENT 

Cedar City District Office 
1579 North Main Street 

P. 0. Box 724, Cedar City, Utah 84720 

April 17, 1979 

The Cedar City District, Bureau of Land Management is nearing ccm- 
pletion of ': (,anage;nent Framework Plans on pubiic lands in most of 
Garfield and Kane Ccunties and cn Canaan Mountain in Hashington 
County. pzjj -; c I;,Z$-,j ngs are sct!eduleJ during the week of April 30 
to present and gather comments on this planning. 

Since you have an interest in the area itself, or projects within the 
area, I have enclosed a flyer briefly outlining the purpose of these 
meetings. Please note that the flyer does not list an open house 
which is scheduled for the St. George Dixie Resource Area Office, 
Dixie Office Building, on Nay 3 from 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. This 
meeting has been publicized through other means. 

If you have any questions concerning these meetings, please feel free 
to contact me or a member of the district staff. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 



THE ATT;ICtiED LETTER IiAS SEKT TO THE FOLLO1~JII;G: 

7TATE POLITICIAZS 

Carth Jones 
ii69 East S25il r:orth 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

ivan PI. Ivlatheson 
265 East Midvalley 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Ray S. Schmutz 
237 South 109 East 
St. George, Utah 84770 

GRAZING ADVISCRY BOARD 

Mr. Cleo \-!ood 
290 South 700 Iiest 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Edwin Larsen 
131 North 1225 i,iest 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Mr. Phil Allen 
Antimony, Utah 84712 

Ar. Merrill MacDonald 
355 North 200 !.fest 
Kanab, Utah 84741 

Mr. Vard Heaton 
Alton, Utah 84729 

WILD HORSE GROUPS 

Kent Gregersen 
Utah Mustang Association 
P. 0. Box 102 
Marysvale, Utah 84750 

Cedar City 'Illildlife Federation 
310 Uest 1700 North 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

National Wild Horse Association 
National Headquarters 
P. 0. Box 12188 
Las Vegas, ;\levada 89112 

National Mustang Association 
New Castle, Utah 84756 

Wild Horse Organized Assistnace 
c/o Ilrs. Dawn Y. Lappin 
P. 0. Box 55.5 
Reno, Nevada 89594 

Humane Society of Utah 
P. 0. Box 29222 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84120 

3B5 



YOUR CHANCE TO INFLUENCE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ON PUBLIC LANDS 

THE AREA 

B-,re Ca-,:cn Kai o-z! Park. Cap’rcl Reef 
Na! q-al Pa*4 and Cl?” Carwon Na,,onol 

BLM PLANNING 

The c,,,zenr “1 S”u,hern Utah ard the pe”p:e of rhe Na,,“n need the foraqe. recreataon. mineraIr. wldlife. solI. water and 
other resources of ,twx planntng ~4,s. The coal. outstanding recrear~onat oppor,uni,:es. scenic gradeur and o,her n3,ural 
remurcer in the area make it extremly lmportanr Iha, all a$“ec,s of the possible uses be carefully conrIdered Your PartlCiPa. 

tion could provide valuable fnformation. ELM planners have already me, wa,h local governmen, and s,ate and federal agencler 
in the area ,” dlscurs thar planning eflort. We have also talked ,” livestock operatory who wit be affected by this plan. wild. 
life and recreation groups and others. Ke want to hear from you, to”. Please come ,” one of the Open Houses or the Public 
Meeting listed in this ad;er,isement and share your ideas with those who are rerponrible for completing the planning on this 
valuable pece of public land. 

WASHINGTON 
COUNTY 

KANE COUNTY 

THE CHALLENGE 

OPEN HOUSES 
KANAB 

I.lay 2. 1979 
1 t* 7 Pii1 

320 N First E. 

ESCALANTE 

May 3, 1979 
1 to 7 Phl 
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Cedar City District 
Kanab Resource Area 

,320 North First East 
Kanab, Utah 

84741 

April 18, 1979 

Gear Nr. 

Xe are presently prqaring long'ranae land use plans for public lands in 
Kane, Garfield and !!arhlngton Ccunt?es. 

G,‘e would like to 4iscvss our mna~ement recoxxndatcons t:ith a77 city and 
county officials in Kane County and cbtzin your ideas and reccsxnlations, 

Ranaaemnt decisiom resultin from these land use plans xi?1 be used as 
a ba;is for the Rand-Escalante grazing isFact statement, preparation of 
which wili begin this spr!‘ng. 

We \iould like to meet with you to discuss these management plans on 
Friday, ,&pril 27th at 7:OD p.m. in the Kanab BLM Office. 

k'e hope you will plan to attend. 

Sincerely yours, 

r"+T=/ 

Richard E, Fagm 
Area Kanager 

Kane County Commissioners Mayors 
Richard IL Fagan/mas Sent to: Bob Russell Claude Glazier - Kanab 
KA Sterling Griffith Vane Campbell - Alton 

Robert Houston Cl eon Jackson - Glenda 
Ron .Heaton -Drdervi 
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of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. We want to identify, as early as possib'le, 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded. Work on the ES is scheduled to begin this sumwr. 
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FOR RELEASE IEiI4CDIATElTY 

CONTACT Jerry f4crcdith (COI) BSG-2401 
Cedar City District Office, Cedar City, Utah 

OF LflII~ I;lhrlRGil;lErlT 

unmi> mm ww-mm OF TME Inm?lC;? 
The Bureau of lard Management, Cedar City Utah District, has announced 

a public meeting on land use planning for all BLM land in Kane County and 

parts of Garfield and \!ashi ngton Counties. It will be held April 30, 1979 

in room 128 cf the Salt Palace from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City Eistrict Nanager, said the plan, called 

a Management Framework Plan, is being developed to address livestock grazing, 

wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and watershed. 

The area is bordered by three areas of the Dixie National Forest, Zion 

National Park, Bryce Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef National Park and 

Glen Canyon 14ationa1 Recreation Area. Outstanding recreation areas on or 

near BLM land, make this area well known for the quality of outdoors ex- 

perience it offers. Coal development and livestock grazing are also major 

issues. The entire Kaiparowits Plateau, with its rich coal deposits, lie 

within the planning area. 

"kr'e are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed," said Jensen. "Every use is not suited to every acre and 

some uses conflict with others. Our job is to determine the best mix of uses 

by inventorying the resources and then resolving the conflicts that 'are found, 

Public comment is used to help us, as land managers, make the necessary 
* . 

choices between competing uses," he added. 

"In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that 

we are required to do on this area. We want to identify, as early as possible, 

what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these areas during 

the ES process," he concluded. Hark on the ES i's scheduled to begin this summc~ 

-3o- 3yr 
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Cedar: City District, Bureau of Land Management officials have announced 

an open house in St. George in conjunction with several current BLM projects. 

The open hou se will be My 3, i979, in the BLK office, 24 East St. George Blvd., 

from 1:OO p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Frank Rowley, /:anager of the Dixie Resource Area, which includes all of 

Washington County, said the meeting will allow people to gather information 

and make ~0~1'1'3 ,I.,ltnts on three current projects. 

First, is a general land management plan, called a Management Framework Plan, 

for the Canaan Xountziin area in eastern Washington County. This plan addresses 

ivestock grazing, wildlife, timber, recreation, minerals, antiquities, and 

watershed. "We are asking people to let us know how they think the public lands 

should be managed," said Rowley. Every use is not suited to every acre and 

some uses conflict with others. "Our job is to determine the best mix of 

uses. Public comment is used to help us as land managers make the necessary 

choices bctv:een competing uses," he added. 

"In addition, we will be asking the public to help us identify the scope 

of issues to be addressed in the grazing environmental statement (ES) that we 

are required to do on this area," said Rowley.' "We want to identify as early 

as possible what the concerns are so we can pay special attention to these 

areas during the ES process." Work on the ES that will cover Canaan Mountain 

is scheduled to begin this summer. 

-more- 
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/ Finally, the ELH will have a;/ailable the statewide summary booklet, 

,;lidelincs for making comments and a statewide map on the areas included in 

the present wilderness review. GLf.1 personnel will be on hand with detailed 

information and will' go over this material b/ith interested citizens and 

answer any questions. 

In clarifying earlier information on the wilderness review, Rowley said 

that the OLI,l has not identified any areas k:ith wilderness characteristics 

at this time. The current inventories are to determine which areas require 

further study and k:hich "clearly and obviously" do not meet *;,ilderness criteria 

established by the Federal Land Policy and I-tanagement Act. Some 42 percent 

of the Is!ashington County BLM land in thi s initial inventory has been proposed 

for further study. "But, earlier projects have already proposed to eliminate 

much of the county from any further wilderness consideration. When you add 

".he area we propose to drop from consideration because of a71 reviews, 68 

percent of the BLU land in the county is presently proposed to be eliminated 

from any futher consideration," Rowley said. That means 13 percent of the 

total land area in the county is proposed for futher study. 

"The inventory is solely to determine which lands meet the wilderness 

criteria set up by Congress. Even if an area has great resource potential, 

we are required to include it in our study if it meets the criteria. It may 

be reported to Congress as not suitable for wilderness after all the work is 

done, but it must be reported. After these inventories are completed and 

areas krhich meet the criteria have been identified, the hard work will begin. 

That's when the BLN must determine which areas to recommend to Congress as 

suitable to preserve and which to recorrmend as more suitable for other uses," 

Rowley concluded. 

-3o- 
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Following are reports of the meetings and Open Houses. Reports of 

meetings with ranchers and other user groups are filed septirately in 

binders entitled "Record of Public ?articipation" for each planning 

unit. 

3" 



MEETI:!G OF GOVER!lWEl4T AGENCIES 

KA!jAB-ESCALAflTE RAi4GE ES PLANNING AREA 

April 19, 1979 Cedar City, Utah 

District Office Conference Room 

Thirteen people attenizd regresent;nG federal, state and local goverment 

agencies. See attached roster for nams and agencies represented. Also 

attached is a list of those to whom invitations were sent. 

Morgan Jensen, Cedar City ELM District Manager, conducted the meeting. 

Items presented and comments Fade at the meeting are as follows: 

1. Ranae Vanacer?eqt 

A sumary of the ;!FP proposal pertaining to livestock forage was preccn%e? 

in the form of an overhead prcjection. A copy is attached entitled 

"Livestock Forage". It outlines the present situation, by planning 

unit, pertaining to livestock grazing in tcms of numbers of allotments 

and authorized AU% of forage in relation to proposals for interim and 

long term management of grazing in terms of number of allotments, AU!!s, 

season-of-use, types of grazing systems and proposed improvements. 

Representatives of the BLM Arizona Strip District pointed out problems 

that will develop for operators where spring use on allotments in Utah 

is being eliminated. Operators grazing public lands in the Strip during 

the winter have expressed concern to Strip personnel that they will have 

nowhere to take their cows if the Utah planning proposals are implemented. 
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Coordination between the Strip and Cedar City was requested if plans are 

implemented. 

Stan Elmer asked where the Alton Coal Field is located in relation to 

proposed land treatments to provide livestock forage. He was informed 

that the bulk of the viable strip mining area is east of the proposed 

treatment areas in the Zion Planning Unit. 

In connection with the proposals on range management, Dennis Curtis 

requested any information or opinions the group may have on issues that 

may affect the scope of the range ES that will be developed on the 

proposals coming out of the planning documents. He explained that under 

new CEQ guidelines the ES will be limited to 150 pages. Examples of 

major issues GL>I presently thinks will have to be addressed in the ES 

are: Effects of proposed livestock reductions on operators, effects of 

the proposal on wildlife, effects on riparian areas, and effects of 

proposed land treatments that can be viewed from national parks. Agencies 

were invited to identify issues they think should be addressed in the 

ES. No comments were given at the meeting. 

2. Watershed 

Areas proposed for treatment for watershed protection and enhancement 

were out1 ined on a map. 

The district conservationist, SCS-Kanab, asked what criteria was used 



to choose the areas proposed for treatment. Morgan responded that they 

were identified from watershed studies and that the areas with greatest 

problems and most susceptible to treatment were selected. Steve Winslow 

added that a ELM watershed study of the Colorado River Basin was also 

used and that areas identified for salinity control in the study were 

among those selected for treatment. 

SCS personnel pointed out a potential problem in that they have proposals 

for land treatment on public land, which may not be considered in BLtl 

planning, to control head cutting on private land. Guy Bird suggested 

contact with Soil Conservation Districts to cooperatively develop prior- 

ities for projects that will benefit watershed and range management. 

SCS personnel suggested BLM should also assure coordination with 208 

water quality recuirements in their plans. Guy Bird supported this 

suggestion indicating that at least one or two 208 water quality projects 

should materialize from naticnal funds being appropriated, and that 

these projects should be coordinated with public land management plans. 

3. Lands 

Areas involving the proposed Canaan Mountain State Exchange; the Allen- 

Warner Valley coal slurry line proposal, including the alternative route 

in Johnson Canyon proposed through the MFP; and the Fredonia water 

system were identified. There were no comments. 



4. Minerals 

Coal areas were identified and coal unsuitability criteria, including 

VRII, eagle habitat, deer concentration areas and prime farm lands were 

discussed. There were no comments. 

5. Wildlife 

Proposals concerning land treatment areas to improve wildlife habitat; 

about 7 miles of fence to protect about 1,200 acres of high quality 

riparian areas; the development of a modified fire plan to allow wildfire 

to burn for improvement of wildlife habitat in some areas; and water 

development to improve deer, quail, chukar, bighorn and antelope habitat 

were identified. Proposed wildlife transplant areas for quail, bighorn, 

chukar, and Utah prairie dog were identified. 

A representative of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources asked what 

time frame the i?FP anticipated on a bighorn transplant in the Rock Creek 

area. He indicated they now have sheep available and desired to make 

the transplant as soon as possible. He indicated Rock Creek is a high 

priority area for sheep introduction. BLM responded that a problem 

exists in that wild horses presently inhabit the area and the horses 

should be removed before the sheep can be introduced. The fCFP contains 

the proposal to remove the horses, but we have no definite time table 

for when they can be removed. 



6. Recreation 

Proposals for: (2) Outstandit,g Flatural Area designations 3n 50-f(lile 

Mountain, Escalante Canyons, and Wolverine Petrified Nood area; (2) 

Primitive designation on Canaan t?ountain; (3) Recreation land designation 

on Paria-Hackberry; (4) Research rlatural Area designation on Diana's 

Throne, Kimball Butte, and No Fian's Ilesa; (5) ACEC designation on Indian 

Canyon, and Egg Canyon; and (6) Acquisition of access through private 

land for hiking in North Fork area were presented. Areas were outlined 

on a map and some proposed conditions connected with the proposals were 

presented, such as restrictions on ORV use and Oil and Gas exploration 

or development. 

The proposal for further study of the Escalante River under the Wild and 

Scenic i?ivsr ;"lct k;as prcsented, and Guy Bird commented that the Utah 

Division of blater Resources has plans for a water storage project on the 

river and that the two proposals are not compatible. Stand Elmer stated 

a study on the Escalante River has been completed by a man by the name 

of Karonowski from Denver and that the study had determined the river 

does not have quality to merit designation under the act. He indicated 

the study showed it was the side canyons, to the river, that had the 

greatest recreation value. He questioned the need for a further study. 

The MFP proposal was presented to retain Canaan Pountain, Paris Primitive 

Area, the Escalante Canyons ONAs, in a closed ORV use category plus the 



area proposed to be added to the ONAs. Limited ORV Use designations, 

restricting use to existing roads and trails are proposed in the Paria- 

Hackberry, 504iile Nountain Areas. 

VRPI was discussed and restrictions of classes 1, 2 and 3 were read to 

the group. The proposal to maintain designated primitive zreas and OPIAs 

in VRY Class I was presented. Areas proposed for VRl4 Class II were also 

presented. A question was asked of what vegetative manipulation could 

be permitted in a Class II area. A response indicated burning or spray- 

ing could be allowed without a great deal of conflict, but chaining 

probably could not be permitted. 

Guy 6ird expressed the opinion that a Class II designation could create 

conflict with watershed projects. Paul Boos responded that a VRM class 

designation does not prohibit projects; it just makes the manager aware 

that there are trade-offs involved if a project is approved. 

The question was asked of what effect VRM designations would have on the 

proposal of the slurry line in Johnson Canyon. The response was that it 

would be as indicated by Fir. Boos, as described above. 

There were no further comments. The group was invited to respond further 

in writing before May 18, 1979. 
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Report of Public Meeting 

Kanab-Escalante Planning Area 

Room 128 - Salt Palace - Salt Lake City, Utah 

April 30, 1979 7:00 P.M. 

BLM Personnel Attending-: 

Cedar City District 

Morgan Jensen - District Manager 

Dennis Curtis - Chief, PEC 

Richard Fagan - Area Lfanager, Kanab 

Craig Zufelt - Area Manager, Escalante 

Frank Rowley - Area Manager, Dixie 

Von Swain - Chief, Resources 

Paul 300s - Recreation Specialist, Resource 

Bill Dalness - Geologist, Resource 

Jerry Meredith - Public Affairs Specialist 

Bob Zundel - Planning Leader 

State Office 

Earl Hindley - Natural Resource Specialist 

A roster of others in attendance is attached. 

Morgan Jensen conducted the meeting. He announced that one of the 

reasons for the intensive planning effort covering such a wide area is 

to update existing plans as a basis for preparation of an environmental 

statement on the range program in the area in response to a law suit 

against the Department by the Natural Resource Defense Council. He 

indicated those attending the meeting cou'ld expect feedback after area 

manager's mltiple use recomendation's are final. 



TO : Public Participation Files 

FRO;; : Kanab Resource Area 

SUBJECT: Planning Meeting with County Commissioners and City Mayors 

On Friday April 27, 1979 at 7:00 p.m. the Kanab Resource Area held a meeting 
with the City and County Governments to seek input into the Management 
Framework Plan Step II planning process. Only Bob Russell and Robert Houston, 
Kane County Commissioners, were in attendance although a personal invitation 
was sent to all County Commissioners and City Mayors in Kane County. 

Richard Fagan, Kanab Resource Area Manager, presented the MFP Step II 
recommendation to the commissioners. The following overlays were also 
available for their comments: Visual Resource Management (VRM), Off Road 
Vehicle (ORV), Land and Minerals, Wilderness (1st cut that was sent to 
the State Director), Range Treatment, Wildlife and Watershed. 

Rich commented on the proposed range adjustments and the criteria used to 
make their determination. Robert Houston asked a few questions concerning 
the techniques and procedures used in making the adjustments. 

There was a discussion concerning the proposed wilderness areas and the 
conflict with the Alton and Kaiparowits coal fields. Also, there was a 
discussion concerning Wilderness/National Parks and Air Quality. 

No specific suggestions or recommendations were made at the meeting concerning 
the planning system. The attendees were asked to send any written comments 
that they might have to the area manager. 

Overall, it was a very informative meeting for the two county commissioners 
in attendance. Many misconceptions about the planning process was cleared 
up and they were encourage to attend the open house in May and give their 
comments. 

Ken Knowles 



Report of Pub'iic b?eeting 

Scheduled April 26, 1979 

To Discuss Recreation and Wildlife Plans 

Robert Zundel 

There was no attendance at the meeting except BLM employees who were 

prepared to discuss planning proposals with the public. 



GOVERijMENT MEETING 

Kanab-Escalante 

April 19, 1979 

Name 

Bill Templeton 

Bob Sandberg 

Glenn Beagle 

Stan Elmer 

Nick Lundstrom 

Howard M. Roper 

Anthony Beals 

Wray E. Macy 

Guy Bird 

Jim Guymon 

Tom Henry 

Robert Rowley 

Larry L. Hays 

Address 

196 E. Tabernacle 
St. George, Utah 84770 

Representing 

Arizona Strip BLM 

,I u 

154 No. Main, Cedar City Div. State Lands 
Forestry & Fire Controi 

231 E. 400 S., Utah Dept. of Natl. 
400 Empire Building Resources 

Panguitch scs 

P.O. Box 284 
Panguitch, Utah 

Soils Cons. Service 

P.O. Box 149 
Kanab, Utah 

Soil Cons. Service 

74 S. Mt. View Dr. 

622 N. Main 
Cedar City, Utah 

Bryce Canyon 

Box 152, Parowan, Utah 

Soil Cons. Service 

Soil Cons. Service 

Wildlife Res. 

Nat'1 Park Service 

Utah Dept. of Trans. 

Box 353, Springdale, Utah Zion National Park 



The general area was described and a presentation was made of the 

Bureau's proposed actions by resource which has considered other resource 

opportunities through the planning process. Morgan invited discussion 

as the proposals were presented. 

1. Ranqe Yam~e~.7..2nLL. A summary of range management proposals for 

the area was presented in terms of AUF?s to be authorized, number of 

allotments, and general land treatments and improvement needed. The 

proposal was compared in a a general summary to the existing range 

management situation. 

A summary of what was presented is attached, entitled "Range Manage- 

ment". 

A question was asked about the estimated cost of the proposed 

impro~~e2ents. The ras;onse was that it ,&as about four and one-half (4+) 

million dollars. 

Question - What is the land treatment supposed to accomplish? 

me - To change vegetation from areas of predominant sagebrush and 

n-juniper trees to browse and grass. 

The proposal to remove wild horses from an area in each of the 

and Escalante Resource Areas and potential introduction of bighorn 

lesented. It was explained that some bighorn are already in the Moody 

t area, and introduction was a possibility in other areas. 

uestion - Will the bighorn become a game animal? Response - That 

2 determined by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

innis Curtis discussed some of the procedures associated with the 

s responsibility to develop an environmental impact statement on 

ge program in the area. He emphasized the statment would focus 

issues and invited comment from the group on what they think are 

Key I ues. He indicated issues the Bureau is now considering are: 



(a) Effect of proposed AUDI reductions; (b) effect of the prcposed 

season of use; (c) effect of the proposed allocation of forage between 

livestock and other uses; (d) effect of combining allotments; (e) the 

possible conflict between us? of forage and recreation in the Escalante 

Canyon area. 

2. Watershed. The proposal was presented to treat about 20,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper trees; about 22,000 acres of sagebrush; and to 

contour furrow about 54,000 acres. The purpose of treatment is to 

correct erosion conditions, to reduce salt in the Colorado River, and to 

reduce silt in the Paria River. 

Areas of riparian protection were outlined. This consisted of 

proposed fencing to eliminate livestock grazing on about 1,200 acres. 

3. Wildlife. Land treatments proposed for wildlife habitat 

improvement were presented which consisted of treating about 106,000 

acres of pinyon-juniper and 13,000 acres of brush. 

Of the present forage being produced, about 47 percent is allocated 

to wildlife and of the forage to be developed through land treatments, 

about 41 percent will be allocated to wildlife. 

Proposals are to introduce chukar, quail and bighorn. 

A further proposal that would benefit wildlife habitat is for 

development of a modified fire plan which would provide for limited 

control of wildfire or a change in the present policy of immediate 

attack on wildfire on areas comprising about 500,000 acres. 

4. Lands. Proposals involving a state exchange on Canaan Mountain, 

coal slurry line from the Alton Coal field, and the Fredonia water 

,tem in Cottonwood and Water Canyons were presented. 



Question - Who allocates water for a coal slurry line? Response - 

The Utah State Engineer. 

Support was expressed to consummate the state exchange. 

5, Minerals. Areas of potential coal development were shown. 

Potential areas within the coal development areas that may be determined 

unsuitable for coal mining pursuant to the coal unsuitability criteria 

were described. These areas involve VRM Class II areas; areas of prime 

farm land and alluvial valley floors, potential flood areas, eagle 

nesting areas and critical deer winter range. It was explained that the 

unsuitability criteria are not yet final. 

A question was raised about a required buffer zone for national 

parks. Bill Dalness explained that while a buffer zone for parks is one 

criterion it is nzt s;acificalll .defined, and the VR!l Class II area is 

what BLM interprets as an adequate buffer zone for the area in question. 

Bill pointed out that in absence of final regulations that our application 

of the criteria, as present, is BLM's best effort at this point in time. 

He pointed out that the criteria have exceptions and that what has been 

done through the planning system to date is with no exceptions applied. 

Application of the criteria, with possible exceptions, would be further 

defined and applied in approval of mining plans when they are submitted. 

6. Recreation. Proposals for various kinds of recreational 

designations are carried over from previous planning efforts were shown. 

'lese are described below by area with effects the designations may 

ve:, (a) C anaan Mountain - primitive designation on the high plateau 

about 26,000 acres. The area would remain closed to ORV use. Mineral 

:ing would remain suspended. (b) Diana's Throne (1,100 acres), 

111 ijutte (160 acres), and No Man's Mesa (2,100 acres) proposed as 

rch Natural Areas. Grazing and ORV use precluded. (c) ONA and 

tion lands designations proposed for Paria-Hackberry (70,000 

4crt . 50 Mile Mountain (100,000 acres); 

.  . . _  
:  - :  



Additions to canyons of the Escalante (3,000 acres) to existing areas 

of 43,000 areas; and the wolverine petrified wood ONA (2,000 acres). 

The area would be subject to either suspended or no surface occupancy 

status for mineral leasing. ORV use would be restricted to existing 

roads and trails. (d) ACEC designations proposed on Indian/Water Canyon 

and Egg Canyon. Primary values to be protected through management are 

scenery, cultural values and petrified wood. 

Question - How can these designations become final? Response - 

Most proposed designations would hav e to be approved by the Secretary. 

However, all the areas, are pending wilderness inventory so designation 

will not be pursued pending the outcome of wilderness study. 

ORV proposals were shown. One category, closed, would keep about 

80,000 acres closed to ORV use in existing primitive or outstanding 

natural areas. About 21,500 acres would be in the limited category - 

restriction to existing woods or trails or restricted during a particular 

season. About 2,500,OOO acres are proposed to be open to ORV use. 

One comment strongly favored keeping all existing roads and trails 

open to ORV use and moving in the direction of more roads and trails for 

ORV use. 

The criteria for the various VRM classes were read and areas of VRM 

I and II classes were shown. Existing primitive and outstanding natural 

areas are VRM Class I. It was explained that a VRM class designation 

lees not necessarily prevent development, but it can restrict how it is 

3ne. 



General Questions 

1. Question - Elhat allowances are being made for endangered 

species, particularly fish? Response - There are no endangered fish in 

this planning area. There will be no officially listed threatened and 

endangered plant species as of October. Plans recognize and proposals 

consider bald eagles, perigrine falcon, and Utah Prairie Dogs. 

2. Question - In what interests are land treatment proposed? 

Response - Wildlife, livestock forage and watershed. 

3. Question - In connection with the proposal on fire control, is 

there any history of dangerous fires in the area? Response - There have 

been no major fires. 

4. Question - What is the purpose of a "letburn" policy? Response - 

High fire suppression costs. Benefits that can be realized in the form 

of replacement of vegetation, primarily trees, with preferred plants for 

forage and watershed purposes such as bitterbrush, fourwing saltbush, 

clover, grass, etc. Also commented that BLM would reseed burn areas. 

5. Question - Does the limited fire control policy apply to fires 

that are man caused or purposely set? Response - Origin of a fire would 

be considered in the fire plan to be developed. The limited control 

policy generally would be applicable to naturally caused fires. 

Questions ended at 8:30 P.M. Comments in writing or orally were 

invited during the comment period which ends on May 18, 1978. 

f 



Kanab - Escalante Public Meeting 

Name 

Karen Snethen 

Brian Beard 

Margaret Pettis 

Kent D. Johnson 

Michael Whitney 

Linda Lottman 

Jim Whelan 

Robert Buhler 

K. Bruce Isom 

Taylor Isom 

Brian Isom 

Michael A. Hatfield 

Dave Robertson 

Jana L. McKinney 

Marv & Pam Poulson 

Martia Banning 

Becky Roberts 

John C. Holland 

John Hawkes 

Melinda Sowerby 

Richard S. Cutler 

Jim Harvey 

Salt Lake City 

April 30, 1979 

Address Representing 

495 East Center, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

93 East 1st South, Logan, Utah 84321 Sierra Club 

753-0987 

P.O. Box 1231, SLC, Utah 84110 High Unita 

Wilderness 

Coalition 

1490 Beverly Drive, Ogden, Utah 84403 

801 Tribune Building UPI 

1204 Sherman U.S. Steel 

2461 Emerson Avenue Troop 197 

2171 King Street Troop 197 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

2570 Westshire Circle Self 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

550 California St., San Fran., Ca Utah Inter- 

national 

3936 Sunny Dale Drive Utah Audubon 

Society 

360 E. Woodlake Cove Xr212 Self 

Box 1, Snowbird, Utah 84070 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

3068 E. 3960 So., SLC, Utah 84117 Self 

6314 Cobblerock Lane, Holladay, Ut 84121 Self 

143 So. Main, SLC, Utah Salt Lake Tribune 

1634 So. 10th W. Self 

147 No. 200 W., SLC, Utah St. Dept. of 

Agriculture . 

9200 No. 4506 W. Pleasant Grove Self lrbara Harvey 

\oke & Terry Williams 1520 Garfield Ave. Concerned citizen: 
ie Dillon 3322 Austin Hall Concerned citizen 
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KAHAB OPEll HOUSE - Yay 2, 1079 

Bill Dalness 

Perhaps lo-15 people asked questions pertainin? to minerals, roost related 

to coal develcpRent. The Alton Coal field received the post corrr,ent. I 

explained the application of the coal unsuitability to the coal fields. 

The people who asked cuestiohs involved local citizens, local governpent 

representatives and a few from industry (specifically, Utah Inter- 

national and El Paso). One person asked about mineral activity other 

than coal (Uraniurr;, oil and Gas). 

ESCALANTE OPEli HOUSE - Play 3, 1979 

About 10 perople asked questions coricernirg minerals, most related to 

coal develcprent - specifically the Kaiparowits Coal field. Local 

citizens, local covercyeht representation arc! the El Paso representative 

who was at Kanab asked questions. Two people asked about other ths,r? 

coal developmnt (uraniun). Both El Paso and LItah International copied 

the coal unsuitability criteria as it pertains to the? fror;l our maps. 



UNITED STATES G;?'/Eril4:.!ENT 

DATE: May 22, 1979 memorcxkkzc 
P 0 

F: Area Manager, Escalante Resource Area 

SUEJECT: Open House, Escalante MFP and Wilderness 

TO: pistrict Yanager, Cedar City 

The subject open house was held on May 3, 1979 beginning at 1:OO p.m. 
and ending at 7:30 p.m. Because of space limitations, the topics were 
broken into two groups with range, watershed, and wildlife presented in 
one building and recreation, wilderness, forestry, lands, and minerals 
presented in an adjacent building. 

The majority of visitors came at 1:00 as a group. These were local 
ranchers and representatives of soil conservation districts. Other 
interests came in throughout the remainder of the afternoon. 

Comments of the various interests are summarized on the attached staff 
report. Also attached are letters submitted by the visitors and a 
visitor register. 

P :,;tJ 

1 Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
(REV. 7-76) 

GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11 .(I 
‘5010-112 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSE 

BY Jack Brown, Wildlife Biologist, Kanab Area Office 

May 3, 1979 

The open house began at I:00 p.m. Eighteen ranchers came as a group 
concerned mostly about the grazing reductions. The concerns and com- 
ments voiced are summarized below, using as close to the original con- 
text as possible. 

1. Is there really any point in having this meeting now? Why have the 
meeting before any decisions are made (issued)? 

2. June grass and other annuals were not given enough consideration in 
the survey nor in yearly stocking rates. 

3. An outside source (non-BLM) should conduct another survey to check 
the ELM survey. The statement was made by Doyle Cottam that the SCS had 
voluntered to do the survey. 

4. People do not trust BLM. TheBLM has welched on their end of past 
plans. 

5. Cuts will put them out of business. 

6. Are there any other places cattle can be put until the improvements 
are done to save getting rid of the livestock? 

7. We challenge the validity of the survey. It was done in a drought 
year. It was done by unqualified people. Surveys were run only around 
water areas. 

8. The men in BLM should use horses and see the area. Don't drive 
around in trucks and tear up the range. 

9. The range is as good as it was 50 to 70 years ago and now they run 
less livestock. 



STAFF REPORT ON OPEN HOUSES 

May 2, 1979 - Kanab, Utah 
May 3, 1979 Escalante, Utah 

by Rex IJells, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Escalante Resource Area 

Generally, most people who attended both the Kanab and Escalante open 
houses p/ere against wilderness. Very few of the people were very inter- 
ested in the I'JFP recreation recommendations and were most concerned with 
wilderness. blast people still do not understand the inventory process, 
and thought we were recommending wilderness at this stage. Some of the 
complaints were reduced when we explained we were only recommending 
areas for further study. 

Ranchers were generally concerned about wilderness because they feel 
wilderness designations will cause grazing reductions or lock them out 
of areas. Some of tile ranchers ad,nitted some of the public lands are 
"wilderness" but don't *Aant to see formal designations. They feel t3e 
lands will stay as they are tiithout the designation. 

The oil, gas, and coal companies seemed to be more concerned about the 
intensive inventory and interim management than with the wilderness 
program in general. They were concerned with the restrictions on explo- 
ration in areas recommended for further study. Some of the companies 
(El Paso ijatural Gas and Ilichita Industries) were considering conducting 
their own inventories of areas. They also wish to be informed when we 
conduct the intensive inventory on areas in which they have leases. 
They are willing to send representatives to come along when we study the 
areas. 

In the Kanab open house, it seemed that the majority of the people who 
attended came to see the wilderness information. In Escalante, the 
range reductions seemed to be the major "attraction", with wilderness a 
close second. 

In general, I think both open houses were successful. We were able to 
clear up some misconceptions about the initial inventory and what we are 
trying to do. 



KAME? - ESULF!!TE VILCEEXESS AfiD PLAl‘lNIK 

Open House Fketihgs 

Flay 2 ahd 3, 15'79 
Jack crown 

Iliidlife Corme~ts 

Kanab. One person cGt???f?nted that the deer and her cattle were 

getting along fine in Clater Canycn and she did hot see Why her cattle 

needed to be fenced out of the area. I explained that it was a mltiple 

resource reccmendation based upon riparian habitat protection, recrea- 

tiohal use, and l*/ater quality protection for the city of Fredonia, 

Arizcna. She still b:as not very happy with loosina the area for grazing. 

Kanab and Escalante. Other wildlife cornvents were concerned with 

how wildlife heeds :/ou?d affect grazing on various allotcents. I told 

them that except for riparian areas, wildlife needs would be yet hy and 

were compatible with the new grazing surveys and management systems. 

Most people's interest was in range and wilderness proposals. 
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Staff Report 
Open Houses Kanab-Escalante 

May 2-3, 1979 
Paul G. Boos 

Open houses on the planning effort and initial wilderness inventory on 
May 2-3, 1979 were very well attended. The wilderness inventory and VRM 
inventory were the key issues of public concern at the Kanab open house. 
The visitors were mostly comprised of special interest groups (Nevada 
Power, Friends of the Earth, Utah Power & Light, etc.) with only a few 
local individuals. Escalante on the other hand were represented nearly 
all by individuals of local interest. Ranchers and cattlemen were best 
represented. Hardy Redd- local State representative attended, to ex- 
press concern about wilderness. The most important topic of discussion 
at Escalante was grazing reductions and wilderness. 

There was general acceptan& of all the recreation recommendations on 
designations of recreation lands and ORV designations at Kanab. A 
commend to include Starlight Canyon and Arch (Paria MFP) was made and 
appears to be a good recommendation. Some concern was expressed over 
VRM affecting coal mining. Several concerned citizens were opposed to 
the Alton Ccal propcsals for slurry lines and export of ground water. 

Comments on wilderness at Kanab were mixed. Most did not understand the 
inventory system. Comments generally favored some wilderness as long as 
it did not affect the commentor personally. Several indicated that 
there was plenty of wilderness now and that BLM and Congress did not 
need to designate any nerv areas (?). 

Esca'iante presented a different picture. All but one individual was 
against wilderness designation, because they be'lieved wilderness would 
prohibit grazing and mining and "lock up" the land. Most people were 
hostile to BLM for "halting any econQmic growth from new industry." 
None could see the importance of recreation industry on their economy. 
Again there was general confusion on the wilderness inventory system. 
Many did not see the need to comment because "it would not do any good." 



REPORT 
PLAVJING OPEN HOUSE 

KANAB AREA OFFICE 
MAY 2, 1979 

BY 
RICHARD FAGAN, AREA MANAGER 

A open house was held in the Kanab Area Office on Wenesday, May 2, 1979, 
for the purpose of soliciting public input and comments on our Management 
Framework Plan recommendations. 

Approximately fifty people attended the open house between one and seven 
p.m. 

The majority of people did not express any specific concerns regarding 
our planning recommendations. Most people asked questions about what 
our recommendations mean rather than making specific comments. 

A few ranchers made specific comments regarding their proposed grazing 
systems and livestock reductions. These comments are documented in 
detail in each individuals grazing system file. 

The people representing Nevada Power Co. and Utah International expressed 
concern over our proposal to have a coal slurry line proposal down Johnson 
Canyon. They said they would prepare more specific written comments. 

Some residents in the Johnson Canyon area also said they would not allow 
a slurry line to cross their private land. These individuals also said 
they would send us more specific comments later. 



BLM OPEN HOUSE 
May 2, 1979 

(1:00 F.M. to 7:00 P.M.) 
Kanab 

(Typed Copy of Attached List) 

NA11E REPRESENTING 

James Kropf A.L.I.V.E. 

INTEREST 

Industrial Development 

John K. Little Kane Co. Chamber of Commerce 
East Canyon Investigation 
First Universal Church of Kanab 

Harry R. Novak 

David B. Crouch 

Nevada Power Company Allen-Warner Valley System 

Utah Inter. Inc. Alton Coal Field 

Michael A. Hatfield Utah International Inc. Alton Coal Field 

Gordon Anderson 

George Middleton 

Leonard Wilcock 

Friends of the Earth Alton Coal Field 

Garfield Co. Wilderness 

Garfield Co. Wilderness 

Paul Jenkins Wilderness - Range 

Norm Cram Golden Circle Tours Wilderness 

R. A. Gillis 

M. R. McDonald 

Jet Mackelprang 

King Camel Coal Co. 

Self 

Mineral 

Wilderness 

Self Wilderness 

Kenneth 0. Sewald 

William B. Ellis 

Calvin C. Johnson 

Wichita Industries, Inc. Oil & Gas Explor. 

Utah Power & Light Wilderness 

Rancher Livestock 

El son Riggs 

Doug Carroll 

Wallace Ott 

Barbara C. Felton 

Tony Wright 

‘len P. Willardson 

Rancher Livestock 

Ranch Bauk 

Garfield County 

Spri ngdale Town 

El Paso Nat. Gas 

Garkane Power 

Livestock-Farm Gusiness 

Comm. 

Alton Coal Field 

Coal 

R/W's, Plants, etc. 



BLM OPEN HOUSE LIST CONTINUED 

NAP:: 

Lynn Goodfellow 

Yichael Coffeen 

Roger L. Sansser 

Jack Maxwell 

Caroline Lippincott 

L. S. Lippincott 

Bob Russel 

Dale E. Clarkson 

Terry Griffith 

Lef4oyne Esplin 

Lola Esplin 

Dave Ulrey 

Ronald Heaton 

Rex Bauer 

Rosemary Richardson 

Glen Wells 

Anthony D. Beals 

John R. Stearns 

Preston Bunting 

Robert D. Ramsey Sr. 

Doug Crosby 

Robert D. Houston 

Burton Honey 

C. W. Brinkerhoff 

Kathleen Brinkerhoff 

REPRESENTIXG 

Self/Rancher 

DWR 

Self 

Garkane Power 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Deer Springs Ranch 

Service Station 

Self/Rancher 

Livestock 

Self/State Bank 
of Southern Utah 

Chairman - SCS Comm. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

Utah Power & Light Co. 

USDA - scs 

Stearns Corp. 

Livestock 

Self 

Self 

Kane County 

Self 

Self 

Self 

INTEREST 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

b!hatever 

Whatever 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness & Land Use 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Wilderness 

Power Corridors 

Conservation 

Housing 
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Following the meetings, nearly one hundred (100) letters were received to 
be considered in decision making. The letters can generally be divided 
into four categories. 

1. About eighty (GO) letters expressed opposition to coal develop- 
ment at Alton. Most of these came in the same written format, 
some on a printed or typed form, listing the basic problems 
with mining at Alton to be: 

a. Visibility from Zion and Bryce National Parks would be reduced. 

b. Possible damage to geologic structures in Bryce from blasting. 

C. Loss of water used for slurry. 

d. Potential misuse of land for housing, etc. 

e. Detrimental impacts to wildlife and rural qualities. 

f. Pbtential discouragment of tourism. 

9. Increase in criminality, social problems and taxes. 

h. Violation of "VRM 2". 

Many only objected specifically to mining in "VRM 2" areas and asked 
'.hat such areas be declared unsuitable for mining. 

me of these letters were duplicates sent. in by the same individual, 
+ in other cases the letter took the form of petitions which were 
%.ed by some individuals who had sent in other letters. 

2. About fifteen (15) letters encouraged development, particularly 
coal, to enchance economic conditions. Some of these were 
sent using the same format. It appears some df these letters 
may have been prompted by a resolution made by the Garfield 
County Commission which was also sent as a comment on plans. 
Basic contents of the letters are: 

Opposition to wilderness and roadless areas. 

Favor "all economic development; roads, minerals, coal, lumber". 

qrea already surrounded by parks. 

ladless areas "discriminate on the handicapped, young children 
d non hikers". 



3. Two letters opposed proposed grazing reductions. 

4. One letter pertained primarily to the proposal to relocate 
wild horses and expressed concern about trade-offs that may be 
associated with relocation. 

These letters are contained in a separate folder in the section of the 
libary whet-2 the planning documents are filed in the district office. 
They are labled, "Public Correspondence Relating to Kanab-Escalante 
Planning Documents". 



EacaLacte Resource Aras 
Escalante, Utah 84726 

DclL Lafover 

Boulder, Utah c4716 

4l.l.s 
VT-040 

June 1, 1379 

Dear kfr- L&ever: 

EucLosed ie the mop you regucoted showing tho 

grcziug rcductForit3. 

PIhere the reductions for the Intcrfm and Long Tera 

were different I. have put down both. 

Sorry for the delay in gettiq the mp to you. 

Siuccrely , 

Wfl~im UcCt, Acting 
Arcta Gmager 

tiiJ:nl 
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Memorandum 

To: District Manager, Cedar City 

From: Deputy State Director, Resources 

Subject: Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC and 
No Itan's Mesa RNA EA and Federal Register Notice 

TheIState Director has signed the cited documents. They are attached for your 

action. Please note that two "original" Federal Register notices must be 

transmitted. 

Attachments (2) 
l- EA 
Z- Federal Register Notice ('2) 
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C’nited States Department of the In tcrior 
BUREAU OF LAND MAXAGE~J~ENT 

DEPARMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Land Management 

Cedar City District Office 
P. 0. Box 724, 1579 North tiain 

Cedar City, Utah 84720 

I. 11111 II 

431Q-DQ 
4-21702-IL!! 

Vermilion Cliffs Plan Amendment: ACEC and RNA Proposed: Kane County, UT 

Agency: Department of The Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 

(UT-040-06-4410-12) 

Action: Plan amendment; designation of Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) and Research Natural Area (RNA). 

Sutmnary: The Cedar City District of the Bureau of Land Management has 

finalized an amendment to the Vermilion Cliffs Management Framework Plan 

(1979) authorizing designation of the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon 

ACEC and the No Mans Mesa RNA. See notice of intent in June 2, 1986 Federal 

Register, page 19798. 

,‘I - 

The ACEC is located in portions of sections 17, 20, 21, 29 and 30 of Township 

43 South, Range 7 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian (SLB&M). It covers 225 



acres of public lands and has unique vegetative values. Within its 

boundaries, the ACEC has a municipal water source for the town of Fredonia, 

Arizqna. The area will be withdrawn from mineral location under the 1872 

Mining Law, and will continue to be limited to ORV use on existing roads and 

trails only. Future oil and gas leases in the area will be in a no surface 

occupancy category. 

The RNA encompasses 1,335 acres of public lands and is located in sections 9, 

10, 14, 15, 22, 23, 26 and 27 of Township 40 South and Range 3 West, SLB&M. 

The RNA is an isolated mesa three miles in length. The area is valuable as a 

scientific reference point for its "relict" plant communities. The area will 

be closed to location under the 1872 Mining Law and all oil and gas leases 

will be in a no surface occupancy category. The entire area is closed to ORV 

use. 

Date: A 30 day protest period will begin upon the date of publication of this 

notice. Unless a protest is received, designation will become final on 

OcLber 
sep+e&w 30, 1986. Protests must be in writing and must be sent to the 

Director of the Bureau of Land Management. 

For further information contact: Ken Knowles, Assistant Area vanager at the 

Kanab Resource Area Office, P. 0. Box 459, Kanab, Utah 84741. 

&i&j 25 (5% 
'-Date Roland G. Robison 

State Director 



DECISION RECORD/RATIOGALE 
EA XJT-040-86-34 

ENVIRO!MENTAL COMPLIANCE 

Review of the Environmental Assessment indicates the proposed action would not 
result in significant impacts to the human environment. Therefore, an Environ- 
mental Impact Statement is not required to further analyze the environmental 
effects of the proposed action. 

DECISIOK 

Proceed with the ACEC designation for Clater Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon and 
the RNA designation for 110 1:ans Flesa. 

RATIONALE 

The designations are necessary for the future protection of these unique sites. 
There has been no adverse public comment on the proposal. On the other hand, 
there has been wide public support from various conservation groups, the 
State of Utah, and Kane County. The designation will provide management direction 
for these areas, including withdrawal from mineral entry. Also, no econanic 
impacts are associated with the designations. 

Prepared by: A 

L- 
Team Leaded 

Datp-g.. f,, cut 

Date/ 

State Director uate 



EfWIROt!MENTAL ASSESSMENT 

UT-040-86-24 

Proposed ilater Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC 

and 

Proposed MO Mans t!esa RNA 

, 

Utah, Cedar City Cistrict 
Bureau of Land Management 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Prepared by: Ken Knowles, Assistant Area Manager 



EIIVIROKMEKTAL ASSESSMEIIT (UT-040-86-24) 

IIITROCLJCTION 

Within the past year the Kanab Resource Area has received two proposals from The 
Nature Conservancy (TNC) concerning special designations within the Vermilion 
Planning Unit. One proposal is for an Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) designation for the South Fork Indian Canyon/Water Canyon area. Section 
103 (a) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPWA) defines an ACEC as 
11 . ..areas within the public lands where special management attention is required 
(when such areas are developed or used or where no development is reouired) to 
protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or 
scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural systems or processes, 
or to protect life and safety fran natural hazards." 

The other proposal is for a Research Natural Area (RNA) designation for P!o pans 
Mesa. 43 CFR 8223.0-5 (a) defines a RNA as 'I . ..an area that is established and 
maintained for the primary purpose of research and education because the land 
has one or more of the following characteristics; (1) a typical representation 
of a common plant or animal association; (2) an unusual plant or animal associa- 
tion; (3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal species; (4) a typical 
representation of common geologic, soil, or water features; or (5) outstanding 
unusual geologic, soil, or water features." 1 

Both of these areas were identified in the Vermilion Management Framework Plan 
(MFP), but were subsequently dropped from consideration for designation. Due to 
the recent interest from the public for these designations the Bureau has decided 
to recommend TNC's proposals in the form of a planning amendment. This Environ- 
mental Assessment (EA) will review the impacts associated with their proposals. 

A. Purpose and Need for Action 

7. Purpose 

The purpose of the document is to amend the Vermilion YFP to designate 
the proposed ACEC and RNA. The EA will provide the required public 
review for the proposed designations. A Notice of Intent of the 
subject amendment including descriptions, locations, and issues will 
be entered in the Federal Register and through the news media. 

2. Need for the South Fork Indian Canyon/Hater Canyon ACEC 

Designation of the ACEC, upon planning amendment approval, would 
provide additional protection to the proposed canyons. Also, register- 
ing and publicizing of these two sites' values, via ACEC designation, 
could attract use by scientists. Water and South Fork Indian Canyons 
are excellent candidates to become part of a network of known hanging 
garden locations used for scientijic investigations. Their relict or 
near relict nature, and apparent differences compared with most other 
known gardens, accentuate their value (Tuhy, 1986, unpublished pro- 
posal). The relict woodlands and riparian corridors of these two 
canyons can serve as "benchmarks" for comparison with other areas. 

1 



(Much of the information provided in the EA, especially the Affected 
Environment section, has been excerpted from proposals made by Joel 
Tuhy of the TNC and various BLM documents (Vermilion MFP, Site Specific 
Analyses, URA overlays, etc.). Mr. Tuhy's proposals and the E!LM 
documents are available for review at the Kanab Resource Area office.) 

3. Need for the No Mans Mesa RNA 

Designation of the No Mans Mesa RNA is needed to recognize and further 
protect the pristine vegetation found there. The pinyon-juniper and 
sagebrush ecosystms are very canmon across the southern part of Utah. 
The majority of these have been modified by decades of traditional 
public land uses. However, the woodlands and parks on !!o Mans Mesa 
are essentially in pristine condition. Such a large area of ungrazed, 
productive pinyon-juniper and sagebrush is remarkable for Lltah. 
Accordingly, No Mans F!esa is perhaps the best known site so far identi- 
fied to represent these habitats. 

B. Conformance With Existing Land Use Plans 

The proposed action is not in conformance with the MFP. and there is a need 
for a Category 1 amendment. Although the MFP (R-3.1 and R-3.2) 
environmental protection for the South Fork Indian Canyon/Water 
and for No Mans Mesa, it does not recunmend an ACEC or RNA, and 
review and approval of this MFP amendment/EA is required before 
may be designated as such. 

recommends 
Canyon area 
thus public 
these areas 

C. Location 

1. Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC 

The proposed ACEC is located in southwestern Kane County, about seven 
miles west of Kanab and is composed of two separate units approximately 
one mile apart (see Map 1). The Water Canyon unit occurs in portions 
of sections 29 and 30 of T43S, R7W, Salt Lake Base and Meridian 
(SLB&M). The South Fork of Indian Canyon occurs in portions of sec- 
tions 17, 20, and 21 of T43S, Rn!, SLB&M. 

Map 2 shows the proposed boundaries for the two units of the proposed 
ACEC. The Water Canyon boundary follows along the upper edge of the 
sheer sandstone cliffs which rim this middle section of the drainage. 
The boundary crosses through Water Canyon at a small, shaly jump-up in 
the channel, above which only a few livestock have gone. A dry, 15 
foot waterfall, which is impassible for livestock and difficult for 
humans to surmount, is located near the center of section 29. The 
southernmost boundary follows the section line to exclude state land 

'l within section 32 (see map 2). 

The South Fork Indian Canyon boundary coincides mostly with the sheer 
cliffs which rim that box canyon. The lower northeastern boundary 
follows section lines to exclude State land within section 16 (see 
Map 2). 

2 



The !!ater Canyon unit contains 125 acres and the South Fork Indian 
Canyon unit contains 40 acres, for a total of 225 acres in this proposed 
ACEC. 

2. flo f?ans !Jesa PNA 

No flans 1lesa is located in west-central Kane County, about 30 miles 
northeast of Kanab (see f!ap 3). It occurs in portions of sections g, 
10, 14, 15, 16, 22, 23, 26, and 27 of T4OS, R3\J, SLB&M. 

t!ap 4 shows topoaraphic features and a suggested boundary for the 
proposed RNA. The boundary follows along the mesa's rim at the top of 
the cliffs which encircle the mesa. Because section 16 is State land, 
the boundary will exclude this portion of the mesa top. (A management 
aqreement or exchange may be worked out in the future to include the 
state land. This would allow the entire 
contiguous unit). 

f mesa top to be managed as one 

The area encanpassed by the boundary on 
1,450 acres. Of the 1,450 acres, public 
state land encompasses 115 acres. 

'lap 4, including state land is 
land makes up 1,335 acres and 

D. Planning Issues and Criteria 

1. Issues 

There were a number of issues identified 
These are as follows: 

during the scoping process. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

The Nature Conservancy and others, including BLM, had identified 
the proposed areas for designation in the past. During the 
Vermilion MFP process BLtl had proposed the \Jater Canyon/South 
Fork Indian Canyon as an Outstanding Natural Area and 1c'o !'ans 
Mesa as a Research Natural Area. 

The ACEC and RNA do not conform to the planning. It is necessary 
to amend the planning and to write an environmental assessment. 

It was determined that these areas need the added protection 
which the proposed action requests (withdrawal from mining). 
flare importantly, the Bureau feels that these areas, after desig- 
nation will serve a more useful purpose to the public, especially 
the research and scientific community. 

The two proposed designations overlap I!ilderness Study Areas. 
The designations should not be construed as a substitute for 
wilderness in these areas and subsequent management plans should 
be written to protect these values. 

2. Criteria 

In order for a nominated ACEC to become eligible for further consider- 
ation it must meet the Relevance and Importance criteria. These 



criteria were met as determined by the Preliminary Evaluation dated 
i,Yarch 12, 1986 by the Cedar City District IJanager (Appendix la). 

The criteria for RNA designation is set forth in 43 CFR S223 and, as 
per the definition, requires that the area be "...established and 
maintained for the primary purpose of research and education...". The 
proposed No Mans l?esa designation meets these criteria. 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AFiD ALTERp!ATIVES 

A. Proposed Action 

1. Plater Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC 

The proposed action is to designate 225 acres of public land within 
the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon area as an ACEC. The area 
would be administered to give primary emphasis to scenic, recreational, 
botanical, and biological values. Designation of the area as an ACEC 
would mean that any proposals within the area should be in harmony 
with these values. 

1 The management objectives for this area will be: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

h. 

Continue the present ORV restrictions (limited to existing roads 
and trails). 

All future oil and gas leases will have a no surface occupancy 
stipulation. 

The area will be retained in public ownership. 

Retain the existing water reserve to protect the hanging gar- 
den/rel ic area habitat. 

Withdraw the area from mineral entry. 

Complete an activity plan to provide a more detailed management 
strategy for the area. 

Until an activity plan is developed, fire suppression will be 
determined on a case-by-case basis as an interim management tool. 

The BLM will not consider nor recommend any change in air quality 
classification as part of the ACEC designation. 

2. No Mans Mesa RNA 

The proposed action is to designate 1,335 acres of public land on No 
Hans Mesa as a RNA. The area would be administered to give primary 
emphasis to educational, scientific, and research values. Designation 
of the area as a RNA would mean that any proposals within the area 
should be in harmony with these values. 

4 



The Management objectives for this area will be: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

!3- 

Add to (approximately 40 acres) and continue the present CRV 
restrictions (limited to existing roads and trails). 

All future oil and gas leases will have a no surface occupancy 
stipulation (will require an additional 520 acres to be designated 
as such).. 

The area will be retained in public ownership. 

\Jithdraw the area from mineral entry. 

Complete a management plan to provide a more detai'led management 
strategy for the area. 

Until an activity plan is developed, fire suppression will be 
determined on a case-by-case basis as an interim management tool. 

The ELM will not consider nor recommend any change in air quality 
classification as part of the ACEC designation. 

B. No Action Alternative 

BLM would take no action, i.e., refrain f&n designating the two subject 
areas. 

III. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A. Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC 

1. Resource Values 

a. Climate and Air Quality 

Average annual precipitation in the proposed ACEC is approximately 
12 inches. Highest monthly precipitation occurs from July through 
December, during which time two-thirds of the yearly total falls. 
Intense thunderstorms are common during summer months. 

Temperatures are generally indicative of warm summers and cold 
winters. July and January are the warmest and co1 dest months, 
respectively. July temperatures range frcnn 50" F to 100" F, 
while the January range is C" F to 60" F. The weather data used 
are from the U.S. \/eather Bureau recording station in Kanab, 
Utah. 

Air quality data for the immediate area of the ACEC are nearly 
non-existent. The only available data are based on visual 
observations. The area is well known for its excellent air 
quality. The area including the ACEC is presently classified as 
Class II air under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
Regulations. This means that air quality deterioration that 
accunpanies moderate well-controlled growth would not he con- 
sidered significant. 

5 



b. Topoqraphv and G~oloay 

The proposed ACEC lies within the southern portion of the Grand 
Staircase section of the Colorado Plateau physiographic province. 

The bottoms of Water and South Fork Indian Canyons have central 
drainage channels. Frocl each respective channel, steep slopes 
and short cliffbands rise to the sheer cliffs which rim each 
canyon and isolate it from the rolling highlands above. The 
incised portions of Water and South Fork Indian Canyons are 
narrow, ranging from about l/10 to l/4 mile wide within the 
proposed ACEC. Elevations range from 5,700 feet to 6,400 feet. 

Gregory (1950) states that Water and Indian Canyons contain 
exposures of the "lower red" (versus "upper white") Navajo Sand- 
stone, underlain successively by the Kayenta and Yoenave Forma- 
tions. This interpretation was modified by Pillmore (1956). He 
mapped geologic strata in the area as (in descending order) the 
massive sandstone unit of the Navajo Sandstone, the Tenney Canyon 
tongue of the Kayenta Formation, and the Lamb Point tongue of the 
Navajo Sandstone. 

C. Enerqy and Minerals 

(1) Oil and Gas 

There is no evidence indicating the existence of commercially 
recoverable oil and gas resources within the proposed ACEC. Two 
wells have tested the oil and gas favorability along the Sevier 
fault near this area. One well is located approximately four 
miles northwest of the study area along the downthrown side of 
the fault, and the other is about seven miles to the north along 
the upthrown side of the fault (Kunkel, 19'65). The well on the 
downthrown side reached a total depth of 10,503 feet and terminated 
in Precambrian rocks. Oil shows were reported from Cambrian, 
Mississippian, and Triassic rocks. The well on the upthrown side 
was dry and penetrated Cambrian rocks at a total depth of 9,119 
feet. 

According to POE (1981), the area is considered to have a low 
favorabilility for oil and gas with a potential only for small, 
widely scattered oil and gas pools, similar perhaps to the Virgin 
and Anderson Junction fields 30 and 35 miles to the west, respec- 
tively. The Virgin field has produced small amounts of oil 
intermittently since 1907, although production costs have generally 
exceeded profits (Sargent and pansen, 1976). Cumulative oil 
production in the Virgin field has amounted to 201,127 barrels 
through 1970. The Anderson Junction field produced only 1,380 
barrels from 1968 to 1969 and is now abandoned. The small size 
of these fields is due to the relatively thin stratigraphic 
sequence which generally limits the volume of both favorable 
source and reservoir rocks. There is also a tendency for medium 
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size or larger oil and gas accumulation to have been destroyed or 
reduced in size by recent tectonic events, deep erosion, or water 
flushing. The size of recoverable hydrocarbons in such an en- 
vironment is anticipated by DOE (1981) to be less than 10 million 
barrels of oil or, if gas, no more than 50 billion cubic feet. 

Under the current land use plan, all 225 acres within the pro- 
posed ACEC are open to oil and gas leasing (subject to standard 
use and wilderness stipulations). At the present time, however, 
no leases cover this area due to the expiration of the old leases 
and the subsequent simultaneous oil and gas leasing procedures 
which must be followed before new leases are issued. 

(2) Coal 

There are no known coal beds within the area. The coal-bearing 
Cretaceous geologic units typical of southwestern Utah do not 
occur in the proposed ACEC (DOE, 1981). 

(3) Geothermal 

F!o geothermal resources are known to occur within or near the 
area. According to DOE (1981), the geothermal favorability of 
the study area is low with a potential only for low-temperature 
geothenal resources. 

The proposed ACEC lies within the Colorado Plateau which in terns 
of geothermal resources is characterized by a low heat flow, a 
long history of relative tectonic stability, and a general lack 
of thermal springs. The scarcity of hot springs may be due in 
part to a lowered regional water table caused by deep stream 
incision. If thermal waters do exist, they occur only at consid- 
erable depths (Muffler, 1978). 

Most investigators consider recent crustal instability, high heat 
flow, and young igneous rocks (less than 1 or 2 million years 
old) as important criteria for a geothermal resource of commercial 
proportion. No hot springs or young igneous rocks are known to 
occur within or near the vicinity of the proposed ACEC. The 
nearest thermal springs are approximately 15 miles to the west, 
where a cluster of springs discharge at temperatures ranging from 
20" C to 42" C (NOAA, 1979). 

(4) u ranium 

The liioenave and Chinle formations in this general area may contain 
small uranium deposits (Oakes, et al., 1981). However, deposits 
discovered in these rocks so far in this part of southern I'tah 
tend to be small, uneconomical accumulations. There is very low 
probability of surficial uranium deposits in the proposed ACEC, 
as the Roenave formation is buried at a relatively shallow depth, 
whereas the Chinle formation lies at depths of several hundred 
feet. 
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DOE (1981) reports that the closest uranium production is approxi- 
mately 40 miles west of this area. Here, minor amounts of uranium 
were obtained from the Moenave Formation. 

(5) Hydroelectric 

No potential hydroelectric sites are known to occur within the 
area (Johnson and Sinkpiel, 
Engineers, 1979). 

1969; FERC,'1979; U.S. Army Corps of 
According to 1?OE (1981), there is little or no 

favorability for the development of any hydroelectric resource. 

(6) Other Minerals 

No claims, prospects, or any other evidence of mineralization are 
known to exist within the proposed ACEC. The potential for 
the occurrence of any minerals listed in the National @efense 
Stockpile of Strategic Minerals is considered to be low. 

d. Soils -m 

The proposed ACEC is composed of two soil associations. The 
major one'is the Rock Outcrop association which consists of hilly 
to extremely steep exposed sandstone bedrock on plateau and 
terrace breaks and canyon walls. The minor one is the Pock 
Outcrop/Sandstone Association (Lithic Ustic Torriorthents) which 
consists of hilly to extremely steep exposed sandstone bedrock 
and well-drained, moderately undulating to moderately rolling, 
shallow to deep, sandy soils on terraces. This latter association 
makes up less than 5% of the area. 

e. Water Resources 

The Navajo Sandstone constitutes a large and important aauifer in 
this part of southwestern Utah (Goode, 1966). He states that the 
seeps and springs in Water and Indian Canyons issue from within 
the massive sandstone unit of the Navajo Sandstone, or at the 
contact of this and the underlying Tenney Canyon tongue. 

There is one known private water right found on public land 
within the proposed ACEC. This right (Spring No. 2) is held by 
the Fredonia Water Conservation District and is located 200 feet 
south and 305 feet east from the NW corner of Section 21, T. 43 C., 
R. 7 W. SLB&M. There are numerous other developed springs and 
wet weather seeps within the canyon areas adjacent to the proposed 
ACEC. Water originating frcm these adjacent springs and wells 
within the canyon canplex, but outside of the proposed ACEC, 
supplies all the culinary water for the city of Fredonia, Arizona. 
Water is collected at these sites and routed through approximately 
12 miles of G inch pipeline which terminates in Fredonia. The 
pipeline has a right-of-way permit from the BLM. Pap 2a identifies 
the water rights and application held by BLM within the proposed 
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ACEC. Eater rights ES- 536 and 85-537 are actual rights for the 
perennial streail waters, whereas 8581! is an unadjudicated 
application for a right on the intermittent strean. 

f. Vegetation 

Several vegetation types were observed during the inspections of 
Water and South Fork Indian Canyons. These types are described 
as follows: 

(1) Xeric Woodlands 

These communities occupy the driest canyon sideslopes. 
Scattered Pinus edulis and Juniperus osteospetma grow with 
other desert shrubs such as Fraxinus anomala, Cowania mexi- 
cana, Cercocarpus intricatus, and Yucca baccata. Herbaceous 
species characteristic of these remely dry habitats 
include Opuntia basilaris, Hilaria jamesii, and Oryzopsis 
hymenoides. 

(2) Mesic woodlands 

These ccmmunities occur on relatively moist canyon sideslope 
positions. Relatively tall (15-20 feet), lush groves of 
Ouercus aambelii and Acer prandidentatum characterize these 
sites. Common understory species include P.erberis repens, 
Pachistima myrsinites, and Smilacina stellata. Although 
gambel oak and bigtooth map‘le comprise the majority of these 
woodlands, ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir grow in some 
moist, cool pockets. Larger stands of the Douglas-fir occur 
on north-facing slopes in upper Water Canyon. 

(3) Intermediate woodlands 

Canyon sideslopes, whose soil-moisture status is intermediate 
between the above two types, support intermediate plant 
ccmmunities. Overstories are canmonly pinyon and juniper 
plus scrubby oak and maple. Understory canposition also 
includes elements of both mesic and xeric types. 

(4) Hanging qardens 

"Hanging gardens" refers here to assemblages of plants which 
grow along and immediately below seepy joints in the sandstone 
walls. The gardens in Water Canyon contain an abundance of 
Aralia racemosa, a tall herbaceous plant. Water Canyon is 
only the second known location of this species in Utah, the 
other being in Zion Canyon (Tuhy, 1986). Other abundant 
species in-this habitat include.Aauilegia micrantha, Valium 
triflorum;t?imulus auttatus, and Veronica americana. 
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The gardens in South Fork Indian Canyon are dominated by 
Aconitus columbianum (monkshood). According to Pr. S.L. Welsh, 
Botanist for BrighamYoung University, it is very unusual 
for this species to be dominant in hanging gardens in southern 
Utah. Other species found here include Aouileqia nicrantha, 
Habenaria sparsiflora, and Jamesia americana. 

(5) Slopes below seep zones 

The slopes below hanging gardens and seep zones receive 
plentiful surface and subsurface water. A diverse mix of 
moist-site species occurs here. .Most common are Acer neaundo, 
Cornus stolonifera, Rosa sp., Smilacia stellata, and Glyceria 
striata. 

(6) Channel riparian zones 

Ohere permanent or multi-seasonal water flows along the 
canyon bottom, narrow riparian ccmmunities grow adjacent to 
the channel. These communities are generally dominated by 
shrubs and trees such as Peer negundo, Betula occidentalis, 
Cornus stolonifera, Salixigua, and Sarixlasiolepis, 
Small sandbars and other shrub-free areas have a grassy 
appearance, with several grass, Carex, and Juncus-species 
abundant. 

A list of plant species collected and observed in Water and South 
Fork Indian Canyons is presented in Appendix lb. 

No endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant species are known 
to occur-(see Appendix 2). Erigeron religiosus'is endemic to 
Kane and Washington Counties. It was once thought to be fairly 
rare, but now is known to be common enough to be placed in 
Category 3C by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

9. Wildlife 

The proposed ACEC encunpasses two wildlife habitat types. No 
detailed wildlife inventory has been conducted for this area to 
verify species numbers. However, the Vermilion planning documents 
give an estimate of the species that could theoretically occupy 
these two habitat types. These estimates include approximately 
36 mammals, 133 birds, 16 reptiles, and 7 amphibians. 

Game species inhabiting the South Fork Indian Canyon, include 
mule deer, mountain lion, bobcat, and cottontail rabbits. Mourning 
doves inhabit both Canyon areas. 

No known threatened or endangered animal species inhabit these 
areas. The Plateau Striped Whiptail lizard, however, is a I!tah 
State listed "sensitive" species and is found within the Indian 
Canyon area (see T&E clearance, Appendix 3). It is quite abundant 
in Indian Canyon and inhabits the South Fork Indian Canyon, also. 
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)-I . Grazina 

Historically, cattle have grazed throughout the Cottonwood Canyon 
drainage system, except for the relict portion of C'ater Canyon 
where topography prohibits their access. The vegetation is in 
good condition in the remainder of the proposed ACEC, because the 
rough topography and dense brush (in places) tend to restrict 
livestock access. The most recent forage capacity study (1977) 
determined that due to the poor accessibility of the area there 
was no livestock forage available for grazing. Subseauently, no 
Animal Unit F?onths (AM) were allocated for these areas. Also, 
in 1982 a wildlife fence (approximately .4 mile) was constructed 
just below the confluence of Indian and Water Canyons in Section 15 
which now prevents cattle fran grazing this area. 

i. Recreation 

Both units of the proposed ACEC are within an area where off-road 
vehicle (ORV) use is restricted to existing roads or trails (see 
Map 6). Cross country vehicle traffic is prohibited. Topography 
denies access into these canyons frun above. flff-road vehicles 
are not authorized to approach Water or Indian Canyons from 
below, because Cottonwood Canyon is closed to all vehicles, 
except for administrative purposes. Thi's closure exists because 
tributaries of Cottonwood Canyon, namely Indian and Water Canyons, 
contribute to the culinary water supply of Fredonia, Arizona. 

Hunting pressure in these canyons is non-existent due to the 
topography. At the present time there is very little foot travel 
into either unit of the proposed ACEC. 

The Vermilion MFP recognizes the value of maintaining the undis- 
turbed character of parts of Water and South Fork Indian Canyons. 
No recreational improvements or trails are planned for either of 
these proposed ACEC units. 

j. Visual Resources 

The proposed ACEC is designated as Class A scenery. This is the 
highest scenery rating afforded under the BLK planning system. 
Also, it is designated as a Visual Resource Ffanagement (VRF1) 
Class II area. This is the second highest management class 
possible (Class I areas are normally reserved for designated 
wilderness areas). A Class II management area implies that any 
management activity proposed should not be evident to the basic 
landscape. 

k. Cultural Resources 
I> 

Although a portion of the South Fork Indian Canyon was traversed 
by the area archaeologist, no intensive sampling inventory for 
archaeological and other cultural resources has been conducted 
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m. 

within the proposed ACEC (see Appendix 4). Fiowever, some intensive 
work has been completed in the adjacent Indian Canyon and Cotton- 
wood Canyon complex. The best known existing site is the South 
Fork Indian Canyon Pictographs. (This site is actually in a side 
drainage of the South Fork Indian Canyon). 

Given this knowledge, the proposed South Fork Indian Canyon 
portion of the ACEC may have the potential of containing cultural 
resources. Until the necessary extensive inventory work is done, 
the actual resources will remain unknown. 

Access to the L!ater Canyon portion of the proposed ACEC is very 
difficult due to the topographic barrier discussed earlier. The 
Kanab Area Archaeologist feels that the potential for cultural 
resources in this area is extremely low. 

Wilderness Values 

The proposed ACEC is currently within the Moquith Fountain llilder- 
ness Study Area (I;,'SA). It was determined by the Site Specific 
Analysis (SSA) for the tjoquith Fountain WSA that South Fork 
Indian Canyon and b!ater Canyon both exhibit outstanding opportun- 
ities for solitude and for primitive and unconfined recreation. I 
The SSA also cites the relict areas found at the heads of the two 
canyons as "special features." 

Other Resource Values 

The proposed ACEC does not contain flood plains, wet lands, nor 
prime or unique farm lands. 

2. Socioeconunic Values 

The proposed ACEC lies in Kane county, Utah. Kane county is a rural 
area having a population of approximately 4,000 people. Kanab is the 
county seat and the major population center. Most socioeconomic 
impacts are expected to fall within this county. Kane county employment 
is dominated by three sectors of the economy: government, retail 
trade, and services. The recreation and tourism industries are vital 
to the county's economy. No revenues are being generated at this time 
within the proposed ACEC. 

B. No Mans Mesa RNA 

1. Resource Values 

a. Air Quality and Climate 

The air quality and climate for FJo Mans Mesa is similar to the 
ACEC, except that approximately 14 inches of precipitation falls. 
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No measurements of air pollution or visibility levels have been 
made in the Paria Planning Unit. However, data collected from 
various sites (Page, Arizona and Four Mile Bench, Kane County, 
Utah) indicate the air is generally free of pollutants and 
within National Ambient Air Quality Standards and State regula- 
tions. 

b. Topography and Geology 

No Mans Mesa is an isolated block defined on all sides by sheer 
cliffs. The top has a thin to thick mantle of eolian, residuum, 
and alluvial material. It is slightly over three miles in length 
and varies frcm 0.2 to 1.2 miles in width. Much of the mesa top 
is relatively flat, though topography toward the northern end is 
more dissected and undulating. The mesa top slopes gently to the 
north. The mesa's highest elevation is 7,300 feet at its extreme 
southern end. The lowest points are just under 6,800 feet eleva- 
tion along the northern rim. The mesa rises from 80Q to 1,500 
feet above adjacent lowlands. 

As mapped by Gregory (1951), the cliffs of No Mans Mesa are 
exposures of the Navajo Sandstone. They are part of a prominent, 
extensive geographic feature known as the White Cliffs. The 
White Cliffs are one of three major escarpments in south-central 
Utah, which form a series of "giant stairsteps" leading down to 
the south from the Paunsaugunt and Markagunt Plateaus. 

The specific prominence of No Mans Mesa is attributable to local 
faulting (Gregory, 1951). The Swallow Park fault runs northwest- 
southeast immediately north of No Mans Mesa. Displacement is 
reported to be 600 feet near the mouth of Peer Pange Canyon, with 
No Mans Mesa on the upthrust side. 

The Navajo sandstone is capped by the Cannel Formation, being 
separated by an unconformity. The Carmel is primarily a dense, 
very thinly bedded limestone, with interbeds of calcareous shale 
and impure sandstone. The Carmel Formation forms benches on top 
of the Navajo Sandstone throughout this vicinity. Though in few 
places more than 100 feet thick, the Carmel is relatively resistant 
to erosion. 

C. Energy and Minerals 

(1) Oil and gas 

Map 5 shows oil and gas lease information. Holders of these 
leases are as follows: 3 
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Lease Vumber Lease l!older(s) 

U-30063 
U-41007 

U-41218 
u-41219 
U-41726 
u-44237 
U-48155 
u-54599 
U-54600 

Amarex, Incorporated 
Deminex U.S. Oil Company (SO%) 
AA Energy Corporation (25%) 
Gary Williams Oil (25%) 
Excelsior Oil Corporation 
Joe S. Snider (Oklahoma City) 
Excelsior Oil Corporation 
Larry E. Clark (Salt Lake City) 
RDK Interests 
Rocky Fountain Exploration Company 
Rocky Kountain Exploration Company 

Presently, 1,155 acres within sections 15, 22, and 27 have a no 
surface occupancy stipulation on the oil and gas leases. Ppproxi- 
mately 180 acres total within sections 9, lD, 14, 23, and 26 are 
not under the no surface occupancy category. 

The oil and gas favorability is low for the No Mans Flesa area 
(DOE, 1981). 

(2) Uranium 

According to DOE (19::: update‘. the No Vans Yess area is not 
coincident to any area classified as a potential uranium resource 
area. Consequently, potential for uranium location would be very 
low. 

(3) Other Minerals 

There are no known coal reserves within the area. Also, there 
are no mining claims presently staked on No Mans tlesa. The 
potential for the occurrence of any minerals listed in the National 
Defense Stockpile of Strategic Minerals is considered to be low. 

d. Soils 

Soils on No C?ans Mesa are almost who'lly derived frm the Carmel 
Formation. Mason, et al. (1967) identified two major vegetation 
and soil types on the mesa. First, most of the mesa top was 
described as an upland sand (pinyon-juniper) range site, with 
deep well-drained, loamy fine sand soils. Second, areas on the 
north end and near the rims of the mesa were described as an 
upland shallow breaks (pinyon-juniper) range site, with shallow, 
well-drained, very fine sandy loam soils. 

e. Water Resources 

There are no significant water resources found on No r!ans Vesa. 
There are, however, a few potholes, most notably along the south- 
east and northeast edges of the mesa, that collect water after a 
rain storm. 
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Lease Ilumber Lease Kolder(s) 

U-30063 
U-41007 

U-41218 
u-41219 
U-41726 
U-44237 
U-48155 
u-54599 
U-54600 

Amarex, Incorporated 
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AA Energy Corporation (25%) 
Gary Williams Oil (25%) 
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Joe S. Snider (Oklahoma City) 
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Rocky Fountain Exploration Company 
Rocky Fountain Exploration Company 
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F 1 . Vegetation 

Based on the studies by Mason et al. (7967) and Lunceford et al. 
(1982), the vegetation-communities onNo Mans Fess can be described 
as follows: 

(1) The deep soils of the central 
distinct plant communities. 

part of the mesa supports two 

(a) Extensive pinyon-juniper 
of this portion of the mesa. 

woodlands cover the majority 

osteosperma form the dominant 
Pinus edulis and Juniperus 
canopy. Shrubs such as hercus 

-and Arctostaphylos punqens (A. patula?) are locally 
abundant. Understories are grassy: Poa fendleriana is 
generally most common, and Stipa comaFand Aoropyron smithii 
are also often present. 

(b) Open parks of big sagebrush and grass are scattered 
within the pinyon-juniper woodland. Artemisia tridentata is 
the dominant shrub, with Purshia tridentata also fairly 
abundant. Understories are also grassy. Poa fendleriana 
appears to be the most abundant grass, witmgropyron smithii, 
Bouteloua qracilis, Oryzopsis hymenoides, Sporobolus cryptan- 
drus, and Stipa caata fairly common. Flo annual grasses 
(i.e. Bromus tec=r were seen on the mesa top. 

Cycles of fire and tree invasion create a successional 
mosaic of the woodlands and sagebrush vegetation types. 

(2) The shallow soils along the edges of the mesa support pinyon 
and juniper woodlands. These woodlands are denser but not 
as productive as those on the deep soils. A few well mature 
ponderosa pines occur near the north edge of the mesa and a 
few sagebrush/grass parks are present. 

Different shrub species are characteristic of these locations: 
Amelanchier utahensis, Cercocarpus montanus, and f@ahonia 
frenontii are fairly cunmon in small open areas. Ephedra 
viridis grows more beneath the cover of trees. 

Understories are not as grassy as on the more productive 
central sites. Poa fendleriana and Stipa comata are the 
most abundant gr=es. Two interesting observations were 
made on these edge-sites by Lunceford et al. (1982): grass 
is more abundant under trees than in the open, and grass is 
more abundant under pinyon pine than under Utah juniper. 

(3) Steeply-sloping sites just above the cliffs support a fairly 
open mix of woody species. Cercocarpus intricatus, Cowani: 
mexicana, Cercocarpus montanus, ant 
are the most common. Soils are re' 

I 

j Pslelanchier utahensis - 
latively unstable, and 

thus herbaceous understories are rather sparse. 
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Mason et al. (1967) determined that there are two distinct 
ranae sites: l'pland Sand and Upland Shallow Breaks. Table 
1 gives the total annual yield for these two sites fror; 
their studies completed during 1964 and 1965. 

No plant species listed as endangered or threatened are 
documented to occur on No Mans Mesa (Appendix 5). Psoralea 
pariensis, Paria breadroot, is an endemic species which has 
been found on the mesa. This species was placed in Category 
2, under federal status review, by the U.S. Fish and I:'ildlife 
Service in 1980. 

9. I!ildl ife 

The proposed RNA encanpasses two wildlife habitat types. !!o 
detailed wildlife inventory has been conducted for this area to 
verify species numbers. However, the Vermilion planning documents 
give an estimate of the species that could theoretically occupy 
these two habitat types. These estimates include 45 mammals, 
94 birds, 20 reptiles, and 3 amphibians. Pue to the lack of 
perennial water on No Mans Mesa, it is assumed that actual species 
diversity would be less than these planning estimates. 

Cottontails are known to inhabit No Mans Mesa. No other known 
game species inhabit F!o Mans Mesa, unless an occasional mule 
deer, mountain lion, bobcat, or mourning dove finds its way onto 
the Mesa top. 

No known threatened, endangered, or "sensitive" animal species 
inhabit No Mans Mesa (see Appendix 6). 

h. Grazing 

No Mans Mesa is within the boundary of the Mollies Nipple allot- 
ment. However, the top of the mesa is inaccessible to livestock 
and is not allotted. Mason et al. (1967) mentions that grazing 
on No Mans Mesa was limited to 800-1,500 goats for short periods 
during 1927 and 1928. The Mesa has apparently not heen grazed by 
livestock either before or since then. 

i. Recreation 

No Mans Mesa is within an area where ORV use is restricted to 
existing roads and trails (see Map 7). Approximately ten acres, 
however, is open to ORV use with no restrictions. Cue to the 
lack of existing vehicular trails and because of the steep topo- 
graphy, the entire area is essentially closed to CRV use. The 
mesa probably receives only light recreation use. There is no 
permanent water present, and little to attract hikers or campers 
except scenic vistas. Rarely would a hunter go onto the mesa due 
to the paucity of game animals. A combination of these factors 
suggest that only the purposeful recreationist would visit No 
Mans Mesa. 
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TOTAL F.t!!!UAL YIELC II< LE/P.CFE AIR TRY IN 1064 and 1955 
FOR n!@ RA1:CE SITES ON 110 PAtIS LAt.'D ~L#ESA 

Plant Species 

rasses and Grass-like 

Up1 and Sand !Ipland Shallow Breaks 
(Pinyon-juniper) (Pinyon-juniper) 

1964 1965 Av. 1964 1965 Av. 

Desert needlegrass (Sti a speciosa) 
-5 Drvland sedae (Carex SP. 

Prairie junegrass (Koeleria cristatal 
Ring muhly (tluhlenbe 
Tall native bluearass (PO-~ 

P. nevai 
IJestern whea 

torr 

densis) '- 
?riana 

tgrass (Asropyron smithii) 

.) 

and 

10 49 30 
5 16 10 

4 2 
20 10 

1: 3 3 5 8 
1 T 

34 T 17 

49 57 53 6 10 8 
2 4 3 

Total Grass & Grass like 66 150 108 59 17 38 

Forbs 

4 2 11 5 
8 5 6 2 12 

"any-flowered sunflower (Viguiera mu ltiflora) 1 2 
4 1; 7 

21 
18 

12 6 
Other forbs- 13 40 Z? 11 16 

6 
7 

l@ 
4 

12 

Total Forbs 28 73 52 46 41 41 

Shrubs and Trees 

Big sa 
Birch1 
Buckwh 
Fremon 
Gambel 
Hood's 

gebrush (Artemisia tridentata) 
eaf mahog~ocarocus betu 

Horsebrush (Tetradymia canescens) 

r-xiyr-’ 
Pricklv oearx intia sup) 

loides 

Rock golhenrod=aca'Petradoria) 
.erviceberry (Am-r mormonica 

Snowberry (Symphoricarpos) oreophil us) 
Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma) 
'ellowbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus) 

185 
) 

3 

176 
6 

27 

8 

404 
147 

T 7 4 
122 58 9-I 

179 152 

11 7 

12D 148 
14 
4 16 
9 4 

82 45 
17 8 

229 316 
34 90 

62 

65 

22 

135 
228 

2 
24 

158 

43 
1 

150 

11 

5 

41 
374 

5 

36 

43 
7 

52 
7 

1@8 

16 

2 

88 
31\1 

4 

iii 

1QCl 
4 

TOTAL ALL VEGETATIOtJ 1221 926 1074 PO1 777 786 
Note: T in table indicates a trace or quantity less than 1. 



j. 

k. 

1. 

m. 

Visual Pesources 

The proposed PNA is designated as Class A scenery. This is the 
highest rating afforded under the ELM planning system. Also, it 
is designated as a VRCl Class II area. 

Cultural Resources 

No intensive sampling inventory for archaeological and other 
cultural resources has been conducted within the proposed PNA. A 
literature search of the area shows no known recorded sites (see 
Appendix 7). 

Wilderness Values 

The proposed RNA occurs within the Paria-Hackberry WSA. It was 
determined frcm the SSA that No Mans Mesa exhibits an outstanding 
opportunity for solitude and for primitive and unconfined recrea- 
tion. The SSA also cites No Mans Mesa as a "special feature" due 
to the scientific and educational values associated with it. 

Other Resource Values 

The proposed RNA does not contain flood plains, wet lands, nor 
prime or unique farm lands. 

2. Socio-econmic Values 

No Mans Mesa is located within Kane County, Utah. The socioeconomic 
values are the same as those described earlier in this document for 
the proposed ACEC. 

IV. ENVIRCKMENTAL CONSEOUENCES OF THE ALTERr!ATIVES 

This impact analysis section will summarize the impacts of the ACEC and PF!A 
together, unless otherwise noted, since the impacts of the designations closely 
parallel one another. 

A. Proposed Action 

1. Enerqy and Minerals 

Under the proposed action a mineral withdrawal would be obtained on 
each area. A withdrawal would close the area to location of minerals 
under the mining laws. It would not affect the leasable minerals such 
as oil and gas, however. A closure on the general location of minerals 
would protect the area from any future disturbance of this kind. This 
should have only a negligible impact since, no mining claims are pres- 
ently located on the lands. Consequently, the values inherent to 
these areas would be protected from "casual use" or full scale mining. 
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Approximately 180 additional acres within the proposed tie t:ans Yesa 
boundary would be open to oil and gas leasing with a no surface 
occupancy stipulation. This would bring the entire Ilo r'ans Fess 
public land acreage under this leasing stipulation. In order to 
protect this additional acreage from surface disturbance, S20 actual 
acres would be closed'to surface occupancy due to the necessity of 
conforming to legal boundaries. This acreage is all within T. 4@ S., 
R. 3 W. SLB&M as follows: 

LEGAL CESCRIPTION 

Section 9 - SESE 
Section 10 - S$NESW 
Section 10 - S&SW 
Section 14 - y-,yiw 

Section 14 - SW 
Section 23 - F!WNW 
Section 23 - N$SWNW 
Section 26 - SWNW 
Section 26 - \!$SW 

ACRES 

40 
20 
80 
40 

160 
40 
20 
40 
80 

5 
1 

Closing the 520 acres to no surface occupancy would have an insignifi- 
cant effect on energy development since the potential for oil and gas 
discovery is low. 

2. Vegetation 

The proposed action would give additional protection (refer to the 
management objectives discussed earlier) to the hanging aardens, mesic 
woodlands, and the endemic species Erigeron reliqiosus within the 
proposed ACEC area. Also, Psoralea pariensis located on rlo ftans vesa 
would have added protection. 

The proposed action would also ensure that no surface disturbance 
would occur. This will allow for continued study and research of 
these relic areas, especially No Mans Mesa, which has been used as a 
vegetative "benchmark" for Southern Utah's pinyon-juniper community. 

3. Wildlife 

The proposed action wou Id not significantly impact animal species, 
except that the plateau striped whiptail lizard found within the 
proposed ACEC boundary would be given beneficial protection (refer to 
management objectives). Consequently, the Bureau's policy towards 
protection of 'sensitive" species would be enhanced. 

4. Rec'Leation 

Designation of the proposed ACEC and RNA would give more management 
attention and recognition to managing the recreational resources of 
the areas. 
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Development of other resources would be better controlled. Activities 
creating impairment to the stated resource values, esnecially scenic 
and natural systems, would be prohibited. Following designation it is 
conceivable that recreation use could increase. It is not anticipated 
that a gradual increase in recreation would have any significant 
adverse effects on these areas. However, it is possible that increased 
use could lead to future impacts to the areas. 

Approximately 10 acres of No Mans Mesa would be designated as "limiting 
to existing roads and trails" for ORV use to conform to the remainder 
of the mesa. Such restriction wo:jld be a beneficial impact for the 
mesa. In order to protect this additional acreage as "limiting to 
existing roads and trails, 40 acres (SESE of Section 9) would need to 
be designated due to the necessity of conforming to legal boundaries. 

5. Visual Resources 

The proposed action, especially the withdrawal objective, would preserve 
the area's visual resources. Under the proposal few, if any, develop- 
ments would be allowed to take place. Consequently, visual resources 
would continue to be enhanced under this alternative. 

6. Wilderness Values 

Designation of these areas would have no impact on wilderness values 
unless the respective portions of the USAs were not designated wilder- 
ness. In this event the ACEC and RNA designations, as proposed, would 
give somewhat of a similar protection to the areas and enhance the 
wilderness values. 

7. Water Resources 

Designation of the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC would 
protect the upper reaches of Fredonia's culinary water supply. Although 
very little water is actually derived from within the proposed ACEC 
area, the added protection would ensure that water quality would not 
be degraded. 

8. Other 

Climate, air quality, topography, geology, soils, grazing, and cultural 
values would not be affected by the proposal. Withdrawal from mineral 
entry, however, could possibly prevent impairment to these areas in 
the future. 

The socio-economic values would not be significantly impacted when 
cunpared with the existing situation. It is possible that future 
revenues could be impacted beneficially (increase in recreation use) 
or adversely (foregoing mineral revenues), but such projections are 
unknown. 
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e. t40 Action Alternative 

Under this alternative the ACEC and RF:A designations, and associat;yn;:apu- 
lations and withdrawals, would not occur for the proposed areas. :- 
entry and other permit applications would continue to be considered on a 
case-by-case basis as at present. The area would continue to be managed 
under the "undue and unnecessary degradation" philosophy in association 
with present restrictions. Also, until this area has been released from 
b!SA protection or added as a wilderness area it will continue to be governs 
by the provisions of the IMP. 

It is conceivable that future use on these areas could lead to impairment 
of the resource values the Bureau is wanting to protect. For example, 
future mineral location could impair resource values without causing undue 
or unnecessary degradation to the area. Although the impacts that could 
arise under this alternative is speculative, it is assumed that this alter- 
native would provide for lesser management guidance and strategy for these 
areas resulting in potentially greater adverse impacts. 

Also, the areas would not be pub1 ished and/or become as readily known to 
those publics that would get the greatest use frcm their inherent values, 
especi ally the educational and research potential. 

In essence, these areas would not be earmarked for critical concern as 
intended under the proposed action. 

V. MITIGATING MEASURES 

If it is determined that designation of these areas leads to an increase in 
recreational use, it may beccme necessary to take steps appropriate to preserve 
the integrity of the areas. This could include restricting use to season of 
use, type of use, amount of use, etc. Flonitoring strategy to determine the 
appropriate use levels should be included in the respective activity plans. 

VI. AGEI;'CIES AND INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED 

The following groups/individuals were contacted prior to the EA being written: 

a) The Nature Conservancy - Supports designation. 

b) Dr. Neil West, Utah State University - Supports designation (See Appendix 8). 

4 Kane County Commission - Supports designation (Support given in the regular 
Commission Meeting on April 7, 1986). 

After the EA was written notice was given in the Federal Register, newspapers, 
and through direct mailing of the draft EA to interested parties. A total of 
eight individuals, groups, and agencies responded. All responses were in support 
of the proposed designation. Only minor modification of the draft EA was necess? 
Responses are attached as Appendix 9 and are from the following parties: 

a) Dianne Andrews; The Wilderness Society (Central Rockies Region). 

b) Owen Severance; Monticello, Utah. 
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cl Kimball T. Harper; Professor, Brigham Young University. 

d) Gary MacFarlane; Utah Wilderness Association. 

4 Nicholas Van Pelt; Ph.D. student, Utah State University. 

f) Joel S. Tuhy; The Nature Conservancy. 

9) Charles H. Callison; Public Lands Institute. 

h) Norman H. Bangerter; Governor, State of Utah. 

VII. LIST OF PREPARERS 

Blaine Lunceford, Range Conservationist - T&E plant and animal clearances. 
Doug McFadden, Archaeologist - Cultural Resources clearance. 

Also, portions of the major source documents were prepared by an interdisciplinary 
team made up of the following: 

4 Pete Kilbourne - Geologist 
Paul Carter - Geologist 
Larry Royer - Recreation/Wilderness Specialist 
Mark Littlefield - Wildlife Biologist 
Max Hodson - Soil Scientist 

The draft EA has received input and review by various resource personnel from 
both the District and Resource Area offices including technical guidance from 
the Planning and Environmental staff. 
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APPEI,'DI)! la 

On danuary 3, 1986 the Cedar City District office received an Area of Critical 

Environmental concern (ACEC) ncmination fran the Nature Conservancy encompassing 

an area near Water Canyon and the South Fork Indian Canyon. This area lies 

within the Yanab Resource Area. According to BLM Manual 1617.8 (B)(2) a Prelim- 

inary Evaluation must'be made to determine whether or not the Identification 

Criteria found in 1617.8 (C) has been met. This report will constitute that 
v 

requirement. w *.. 

t 

In order for a naninated ACEC to becane eligible for further consideration it 

must meet the Relevance and Importance criteria. These criteria are explained 

as follows: 

1) Relevance: The proposed ACEC contains natural systems and processes as 

defined in Section 103 (a) of FLPMA. Special management attention is 

called for to recognize and prevent future damage to the scenic values and 

the plant and wildlife resources'within the area. The area is a desert 

riparian ecosystem, which up to now, has been free fran man's influence. 

The relict area that has evolved serves as a sanctuary for a variety of 

plant and animal species. 

2) Importance: The relic area resource has a number of important features. 

The nominated area is one of the few undisturbed and ungrazed desert riparian 

areas in Southern Utah. The area is suspected to support one of the densest 

populations of the Plateau Striped Whiptail lizard (Cnemidophorus velox) in 
0 

the region. This species is a Utah State listed "sensitive" species. 

Also, the area is suspected to be habitat for the Federally endangered 

American peregrine falcon JFalco peregrinus anatum) and the Southern Spotted 
. 

owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) which is under Federal review. The nominated 

. 
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area also contains hanging gardens, mesic woodlands, (gambel oak, bigtooth 

maple) and the Clear Creek fleabane (Eriqeron reliqiosus), an endemic plant 

species. 

There appears to be no immediate threat of undue degradation to this area that.. 

would necessitate temporary management as identified in 1617.8 (B)(3). The aFea p- 

is presently within a Wilderness Study Area and is protected under the Bureau'5 

Interim Management Policy, which prohibits impairing activities upon the land. 

The EA and any subsequent planning amendment for the ACEC will be canpleted 

while this area is still under the protective provisions of the IMP. 

This initial report constitutes the Preliminary Evaluation and is hereby approved. 

District Manag 
v 

T-U-Pd 
Date 

C 

. 



APPENCIX 1 b 

PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED IN \JATER AND SOUTH FORK INDIAN CANYOPfS 

Species 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 
* 

* 
* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

* co1 

Acer grandidentatum 
Acer negundo 
Aconitus columbianum 
Adiantum capillus-veneris 
Agropyron trachycaulum 
Agrostis stolonifera 
Amelanchier alnifolia 
Amelanchier utahensis 
Apocynum cannabinum 
Aquilegia micrantha 
Aralia racenosa 
Arctostaphylos patula 
Arenaria eastwoodiae 
Artemisia ludoviciana 
Astragalus miser 
Berberis repens 
Betula occidentalis 
Bromus anunal us 
Brcmus ciliatus 
Bromus tectorum 
Carex aurea 
Carex microptera 
Carex rossii 
Castilleja linariaefolia 
Cercocarpus intricatus 
Cirsium arizonicum 
Clematis columbiana 
Cordylanthus sp, 
Cornus stolonifera 
Cowania mexicana 
Cryptantha sp. 
Dodecatheon pulchellum 
Dryopteris filix-mas 
Equisetum arvense 
Equisetum hyemale 
Erigeron religiosus 
Erigeron utahensis 
Fraxinus ananala 
Galium triflorum . 

Glyceria striata 
Habenaria sparsifl ora 

lected and deposited in herbaria of Brigham Young 
University. 

k'ater 
Canyon 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

i x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

University and 

South Fork 
Indian Canyon 

X 

X 

Utah State 



Appendix lb(Cont'd). Plant species observed in Uater and South Fork Indian Canyons. 

CIater 
Canyon 

South Fork 
Indian Canyon 

Haplopappus scopulorum X 

* Heterotheca villosa X 

* Heuchera parvifolia 
Heuchera rubescens 

X 

X 

Hilaria jamesii 
X 

* Jamesia americana 
X 

* Juncus balticus 
X 

X 

* Juncus ensifolius X X 

var. brunnescens 
* Juncus longistylis X 

* Juncus tenuis x 
Juniperus osteosperma X 

Juniperus scopulorum 
X 

X 

* Linanthastrum nuttallii 
X 

X 

* Mimulus floribundus X 

* Mimulus guttatus ' X 

Oenothera sp. X 

Opuntia basilaris X 

Oryzopsis hymenoides 
X 

X X 

Pachistima myrsinites X X 

* Penstemon barbatus X 

Penstemon eatonii X 

* Penstemon laevis X 

Penstenon palmeri X X 

Petrophytum caespitosum X 

Phragmites australis 
Pinus edulis X 

Pinus ponderosa 
* Poa ampla 

Poa fendleriana X 

* Poa glaucifolia X 

Populus frenontii X 

Populus tranuloides X 

Potentilla glandulosa X 

Prunus virginiana X 

Pseudotsuga menziesii X X 

Psoralea sp. X 

Quercus gambelii X X 

Quercus undulata(?) X 

Rhus trilobata X 
, 0 

* Collected and deposited in herbaria of Brigham Young University and Utah State 
University. 



Appendix lb(Cont'd). Plant species observed in Ilater and South Fork Indian Canyons. 

Species 
Water 
Canyon 

South Fork 
Indian Canvon 

Rosa sp. 
Salix exigua 

* Sa'lix lasiolepis 
Sambucus sp. 
Sedum sp. 
Senecio streptanthifolius 
Sitanion hystrix 
Smil acina racaTlosa 
Smilacina stellata 
Tamarix ramosissima 
Taraxacum officinale 

* Thalictrum sparsifiorum 
* Thelypodium wrightii 

Tradescantia occidentalis 
* Trifolium macilentum 
* Trifolium wormskjoldii 
* Veronica americana 

Vicia americana 
Yucca baccata 

* Zauschneria latifolia 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

* Collected and deposited in herbaria of Brigham Young University and Utah State 
University. 



APFEI;DIX 2 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ' 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CEDAR CITY'DISTRICT OFFICE 

Sumnary Report of . 
Inspection for Botanical s 

itigation Acceptable Yes No -- 

i 

- -- 

. . T Resources 
_ -: 

Project Name, Developer Water Canyon/So. Fork Indian Canyon 1 - - 
- _ . 

A:C.E.-C. '1 
.' :_ .-, . . . . J' ..,,_-- '2. '- 2 .>-g .,1,._ .$<f:e;:;;x;-j 

Legal Description of Project Area (Attach Map Also) 
T. 43 S. R. 7 W. Sec. 20, 21, 29, 30, and 32 

. - - -..-..- - _..- 

Type of Project: 4. Project or EAR No. 
Designate the area as an A.C.E.C. 

Potential T/E Plant/AtiYM4 Species Affected 

None I 

Dates of Field Work 

July 2, 1985 and others 

Description of Examination Procedures 

Walk in or near this area observing all life forms 

Description of Findings (Attach forms of detailed report, if appropriate) 

None of the listed, or proposed to-be listed species were found 

Conclusions/Recomnendations 

No consideration for T&E plants is necessary on this proposal. 

Signature-ofPerson--in-Direct-Charge of Field Work 

-&3 &- 8. Jk.%q&J 3/13/86 

Signature of Title of Institutional or BLM Officer Responsible 

J 
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APPENDIX 3 

UNITED STATES . 'ELM Use Only: Use Initials 
DEPARTMEHT OF THE INTERIOR ' Case File No. 

BUREAU OF [AND MANAGEMENT I 
CEDAR CITY DISTRICT.OFFICE Report Acceptable Yes No -- 

Sumnary Report of Mitigation Acceptable Yes No 
Inspection for- Zoological $wunents: 

-- 

. L c Resources 
. .; 

I 

Project Name, Developer 

i 

Legal Description of Project Area (Attach Map Also) 

_ T,.43..S,..R. 7 W. Sec. 20, 21, 29, 30, and 32.- 
Type of Project. 4. Project or EAR No. 

I Designate the area as an A.C.E.C. 

Potential T/E RiaRk/Animal Species Affected 

Plateau striped whiptail lizard, listed by !ltah as sensitive 

Dates of Field Work 

July 2, 1985 and others 

Description of Examination Procedures 

I Walk in or near this area observing all life forms. 

I : 
Description of Findings (Attach forms of detailed report, if appropriate) 
The plateau striped whiptail lizard was seen in or next to this proposed A.C.E.C. 

Thi 
area looks like good habitat for two other sensitive species (The Utah Mt.. king snake 
the Kanab Amber Snail) 

Conclusions/Recotendations 

1 I This designation should protect these and any other species that might be present 

Signature of Title of Institutl'onal or BLM Officer Responsible 
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UNITED STATES . 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ' 

8LM Use Only: Use Initials 
Case File No. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT , 
CEDAR CITY DISTRICT OFFICE Report Acceptable Yes No -- 

Surrrnary Report of 
Inspection for Botanical or zooToll%l 

Mitigation Acceptable Yes No 
Comments: 

-- 
d 

. . . Resources 
.: 

Project Name, Developer 

.. No'Mans Mesa R!N.A. - 

. - ,. - ._ c : - . .-: 
+* . . - - ;+ -. '-- 3 _I .; .x--... . :?.Y+ . ..\. e -. .*-.r- .-. -c\- " -, :-; ._ 

Legal Description of Project Area (Attach Map Also) 
T. 40 S. R. 3 W. Sec. 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 22, 23, 26, and 27 

. - -..- . . . .._ _.. 

Type of Project- 4. Project or EAR No. 

Designate the area as a R.N.A. 

Potential T/E Plant/&&z& Species Affected 

Psoralea pariensis (Paris Breadroot) under Federal Status review. 

Dates of Field Work 

3-7 9-75, 7-75-75 and 7-14-82 

Description of Examination Procedures .' 

Walk over the Mesa Top looking for all species present. 

Description of Findings (Attach forms of detailed report, if appropriate) 

Paria Breadroot was found on the north end of No Mans Mesa 

Conclusions/Recommendations 

This designation should preserve this and any other rare species present. . 

Signature.of Person-inzDirect-Charge of Field Work 

Signature of Title of Instittitional or BLM Officer Responsible 

3/13/86 
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APPENDIX 6 

.- . 
UNITED STATES BLM Use Only: Use Initials 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR * Case File No. 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 

CEDAR CITY DISTRICT OFFICE Report Acceptable Yes No -- 

Sumnary Report of Mitigation Acceptable Yes No 
Inspection for %2&.&X$xor Zoological 

-- 
Cements: 

Resources d . . -7 

Project Name, Developer 

.. No lbns Mesa R.N..A. ,J’ ..-- ._~ 
1r,. ‘-- : ‘y ., . -; _c:4.. . . {,-L 

.- w .-->,- .+.=-L- 
_ .- 

Legal Description of Project Area (Attach Map Also) 
T. 40 S. R. 3 W. Sec. 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 22, 23, 26, and 27 - _. .-.. - - -.. 

Type of Project, 4. Project or EAR No. 

Designate the area as a R.N.A. 

Potential T/E &J&/Animal Species Affected 

None 

Dates of Field Work 
3-19-75, 7-15-75 and 7-14-82 

Description of Examination Procedures 

Walk over the Mesa Top looking for all species present. 

Description of Findings (Attach forms of detailed report, if appropriate) 

No listed or proposed T. & E. animals were observed and the area looks like 
marginal habitat for any of these species. 

Conclusions/Reconanendations 

No consideration for T. & E.. animal? is necessary on this proposal. 

Signature of Title of Institutional or BLM Officer Responsible 

1 3/13/86 
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UMC 52 . 

Utah State University 

Logan, Utah 84322 

APPENDIX 8 

May 13, 1985 

Mr. Morgan Jensen 
District Manager, Cedar City District 
USDI Bureau of Land ?ianagement 
P-0. Box 729 
Cedar City, UT 84720 

Dear Morgan: 

I have recently reviewed a report prepared by Mr. Joel Tuhy of the h'ature 
, Conservancy concerning No Man's Mesa and its suitability for special designation 

under your resource management planning. 

I heartily concur with Mr. Tuhy's recommendations. No Man's Mesa has consider 
able potential as a "control" area to compare the changes occurring in the 
surrounding managed pinyon-juniper woodlands. Of special value are the typicality 
of the soils and range sites that are present on No Man's Mesa, making it easy 
to compare with surrounding areas. No Man's Mesa is also rather typical of much 
of the pinyon-juniper woodlands that you have in your district. I would hope that 
you could consider placing the management of No Man's Mesa under some kind of 
special designation, either as a research natural area or an area of critical 
environmental concern. 

Sincerely your, 

Neil E. West 
Professor 

NEW: wj 

xc: Rex Rowley 
Joel Tuhy 
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THE WILDERNESS 
I'i~C\iJl.11 I\ "s?j 

2 July 1986 

KennethKnmles 
Assistant Area Manager 
Kanab F&source Area 
Bureau of LandManagement 
318 North First East 
Box 459 
Kanab, Utah 87471 

Dear Mr. Knmles: 

BUij,E,qIj Or LAND MA!d4LE:tIE;t!- 
rbyaa clF~(rlW cui\ 

JUL~I 1986 

--- 
[\r;,1 ;)CIFF MO\ -A --.-4 _ ._.- ---- 

_..._. ;.--r.: 

_ _ ,_ - 1.. I -_’ 

-.. -- _ 
.- .- 

-. 
,.--- 

- _- 
-- 

_- 

Thank you for sending the environnr2ntal. asses plan&chTlent .-J- 
for the proposed Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC and No 
Mans&Sam. 

We are in canplete agreemen twithBI&landTheNature Con -cy that 
the lands in question deserve the additional protection provided by 
designation as Area of Critical Enviromzntal Concern and Natural 
Resource Area. These lands are within wilderness study areas and 
contain importantbotanical,wildlife, riparian, and scenic resources. 

We appreciate your reconsideration of ACEC and RNA designation of these 
areas after evaluation of The Nature Conservancy proposals. The plan 
amendment provides a clear and thorough discussion of the issues involved. 
The resource values of this public land will certainly be maintained 
and preserved by this action. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dianne Andrews 
Regional Associate 
Central Rockies Region 
The Wilderness Society 

;;lc7 RACE STREET. DES\-ER. COLORADO s$xc 
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j Brigham Young University ALL’, 
Department of Bolam and RanKr ktenc e :-; 

f-- / 

Mr. Rex Rowley, Manager 
USDI - Bureau of Land Management 
Kanab Resource Area 
318 North First East 
Box 459 
Kanab, Utah 87471 

Dear Mr. Rowley: 
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I have recently reviewed your draft EA on the ACEC in Water 
Canyon and South Fork of Indian Canyon and on the RNA on No Man's 
Mesa. I consider both proposals to be desirable. Neither would 
produce undesirable impacts on current resources or anticipated future 
uses of lands in the areas of concern. Both actions would serve 
to alert the scientific community to the occurrence of such areas 
and would stimulate research at those points. Such research would 
not only enhance our knowledge of these unusual areas, but would 
have relevance to large tracts of public land in that portion of 
the state. 

The Water-Indian Canyons proposal would call some virgin riparian 
strip vegetation and some hanging gardens to the attention of research 
workers. Riparian strips in good condition are uncommon in southern 
Utah and hanging gardens are steadily becoming more popular as sites 
for testing a variety of hypotheses about biological dispersal, habitat 
preferences, community organization and local extinction. 

The RNA at No Man's Mesa has already contributed significantly 
to our understanding of plant-soil relationships and to our estimates 
about how modern man has disrupted the natural landscape and its 
vegetational cover. The area can also help in upcoming efforts to 
classify the pinyon-juniper woodlands of western America into a system 
that reflects real differences in the field and has useful implications 
for management. 

I hope your efforts. to give these areas a new classification 
status will be successful. I thought that your proposals were well 
prepared and deserving of broad support. 

Sincerely, 

/',I , -- .--,, I x'.;.'. _ ). L , 

Kimball T!' Harper 
Professor 

KTH:jem 
xc: Joel Trehy 
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iation 
Mr. Rex Rowley 
Area Manager, BLM 
Kanab Resource Area 
Box 459 
Kanab, Utah 8477 1 

400 South B+O/Salt Lake City, UT 84 1 I l/(801) 359- I337 

June 30, 1986 

Dear Mr. Rowley: 

We are writing to support BLM’s proposal to designate South fork Indian and Water Canyons as an 
ACEC and No Man’s Mesa as an RNA. Please include these comments in the official record on the 
Environmental Assessment UT-040-86-24. 

The EA cle;srly notes that no conflicts exist between these special designations and wilderness. Both 
proposed sites are located within WSAs undergoing wilderness stud/. In fact, wilderness deslgnatlon, 
ACECs and RNA-s are mutually compatible as these special designations protect and highlight important 
scientific resources. 

The proposal calls for withdraw1 of these areas which we strongly support. Also, leases will be 
restricted to a no-surface oc%pancy.stipulation. Since the areas are located inside W.SAs which are 
presently off-limits to leasing through the budgeting process, no impacts will result from this 
stipulation. A no-surface occupancy or no-lease stipulation is an excellent recommendation for these 
areas and is appropriate and necessary to properly manage the resources mvolved. 

According to the EA, ORV use would be limited to existing roads and trails. However, it is clear from 
reading the EA no trails exist on No Man’s Mesa and access is virtually impossible for vehicles. 
Furthermore, South Fork Indian and Water Canyons are inaccessible from the top and the canyons 
below are restricted from ORV use due to the critical watershed which is a culinary water source. 
Since these areas are, in fact, restricted from any ORV use, the EA should recommend the areas be 
closed to ORVs. This would cause no real change from what is proposed by the present ORV stipuiajM$. 
but would make it more explicit what is intended and how the areas will be man 

The protective stipulations, es noted above, are excellent. BLM is to be commen 
needs of various “multiple-uses” and resources that will be enhanced by these 
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USDI Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 459 

Kanab, UT e4741 

euzEL;: !‘:: ! :: ..I ;“fE,,? June 24, 1986 
;“’ ,..,. :-’ . . 

I’- 

Dear Rex: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft EA for the 
proposed designation of No Hans Hess (NM) as an RNA, and Uater Canybn/ 

South Fork Indian Canyon (WC/SFICI as an ACEC. The BLfl has done a good 

job of treating this joint proposal in a timely and rational aanner. 
Hy objective in this letter is to dran a conclusion about these proposed 
designations by interpreting what has been written in the EA. 

fty conclusion is that there is a strong case for the proposed desig- 
nation action, and little objective case against designation. Let me 
explain this in more detail, making reference to statements in the draft 

EA. 

The draft EA contains a good discussion of the tno-fold need for 

special designations of NM and IWSFIC. Perhaps the most important need 
for designations is that they serve as a registry of these areas’ natural 
values to the scientific and educational coreunity. The EA contains sev- 
eral statements to this effect on pages 1, 2 and 3. Both WC/SFIC and NHfl 
would be excellent additions to a system of undisturbed reference areas, 
suitable for comparison with sieilar eanaged lands. This point is echoed 
in the letter fror Dr. Neil West of Utah State University, included as 
Appendix 8 of the draft EA. Special designation and resulting publicity 
would help to attract use of these areas by scientists. 

A second need for designations is to provide additional protection 
for the Water/Indian Canyon tract (page 1) and for the pristine vegeta- 
tion on No Hans Hess (page 2) O Lack of designation (no action alterna- 
tive) would provide for lesser eanagerqnt guidance and strategy for the 
two areas, and could conceivably lead to iepaireent of the resource val- 

ues that the Bureau is wanting to protect on these sites (page 20). 

(p. 21 
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Hr. Rex Rowley 
June 24, 1986 
P* 2 

I believe that the proposed designations are further justified when 

one looks at the consequences that the actlon and no-action alternatives 
have on the affected environment. The draft EA indicates that the pro- 
posed action would have nany positive benefits, and/or few negative ia- 
pacts, nith respect to the following values: 

+ Locatable Minerals: Hineral withdrawals under the proposed action 
would protect the two areas fro0 future disturbance related to ‘casual 
use’ or full-scale 0ining (page 171. There would be little negative 
irpact to the mineral industry. Neither area contains any Pining 
claims (page 171; there is little or no probability for economic accu0- 
ulations of uranium or other minerals in either area (pages 7, 8, 141. 

Because there is little mineral vaiue in either area, I would urge that 
possible controversy over or resistance to mineral withdrawal not 
thwart these proposed designations. 

l Leasable Minerals: Additional area with No Surface Occupancy stipula- 
tions for oil and gas leases on No Hans tiesa nould protect the entire 
public-land portion of the mesa top fro0 surface disturbance (page 181. 
Restrictions would have an insignificant effect on energy development 
in either area, because the potential for oil and gas discovery is low 
or nonexistent (pages 6, 14, 181. Neither area contains coal or qeo- 
thermal resources (pages 7, 14). 

+ Veoetation and Wildlife: Designations would give additional protection 
to a Sensitive animal species in WC/SFIC (plateau striped rrhiptail liz- 
l roll, and to a Sensitive plant species on NHtl (Psoralea pariensir) 
(page 181. CThe latest categorization of candidate plant species by 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in the 27 September 1985 Federal 
Reoister , places Psoralea oariensis in Category 2; this would still 
be considered as Sensitive by the BLH. 3 

Another benefit of the proposed action is protection of both areas fro0 
surface disturbance, alloninq for continued study and research of these 
sites as relict reference or .bench0ark’ areas (page 181. 

Protection of rare species and undisturbed character are positive bene- 
fits of designation with no negative impacts. 

l Recreation: Designations would provide better management attention to 
recreation in the two areas (page 181. This would allon for control 
over such use should it increase and lead to future impacts in the ar- 
eas (page 19). Designation would have no forseeable negative impacts 
on recreation resources. 

+ Water Resources: Designation of the WC/SFIC ACEC nould protect the 
upper reaches of Fredonia’s culinary water supply, helping to ensure 

(p. 31 



or . Rex Row1 ey 
June 24, 1986 
p. 5 

that their water quality is not degraded near its source (page 19). 

This protection has no negative impacts associated with it. 

* Socioeconomic Values: The proposed designations would apparently have 

little effect, either positive or negative, on social or economic con- 
ditions in Kane County, Utah (page 19). A negative impact of foregone 
rinerai revenues is possible (page 191 but unlikely, as the proposed 
action should have only a negligible iapact on the mineral industry 
(page 17). Further, no revenues are being generated at this time fron 

either area (pages 12, 17). 

As listed above, the proposed action alternative nould result in 
rany positive benefits, with fen or no negative impacts. Conversely, the 
no action alternative provides no benefits [no registry or publicity to 
researchers, no additional protection, no existing revenues) while allon- 
ing possible negative impacts (impairment of the fesource values the Bur- 

eau is wanting to protect). Based on your comprehensive environmental 
assessment, I believe that there is a clear and strong case for estab- 

lishing the Water Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC and the No tlans 

llesa RNA. 

The proposed management objectives for the tno areas (pages 4 and 

51 are very good. I also agree nith your foresight in calling for noni- 
toring strategy to deternine appropriate recreational use levels, so that 
the integrity of the two areas will be preserved (page 201. As my time 
allows, I would be glad to assist in the preparation or review of the 
respective activity plans if the areas are desiqnated. 

Again, I greatly appreciate the timely and positive response that 

you have given to the Conservancy's two praposals for special designa- 
tion on the Kanab Resource firea., and look forward to continuing this wor- 
king partnership. 

Sincerely yours, 

.f.&j;: 74 

Joel S. Tuhy 
Utah Public Lands Coordinator 
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June 26th, 1986 

Mr. Rex Rowley 
Kanab Area Xanager 
Kanab Resource AXea 
Bureau of Land Management 
318 North First East 
Box 459 
Kanab, Utah 87471 

Dear !.lr. Rowley: 

-- 
sIas*hitu& 

Thank you for allowing the 

Canyon/South Fork Indian Canyon Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern and the proposed No >lan's Mesa Research Natural Area. 

We fully support the ACEC designation for Water Canyon/South 
Fork. Both areas contain unique botanical features, numerous 
"relict woodlands" and important "riparian corridors." -Abundant 
wildlife and splendid scenic resources contribute to the importance 
of this designation. 

In reviewing your assessment we wish to make the following 
constructive comments and recommendations for future management: 

1. Since the primary objective of the proposal is protection of 
wildlife and botanical resources, we suggest that vehicular 
travel be limited to existing roads. Trails should be used by 
those on horseback or on foot. The general philosophy should be 
to provide access in a manner consistent with protection of the 
resources. 

2. The Environmental Assessment notes that the two parcels are 
separate but less than a mile apart. Xowhere in the narrative is 
there any discussion of who owns the parcel in between. PLi 
recommends that, if feasible, serious thought be given to 
acquisition of this key middle parcel. Consolidating both areas and 
providing "linkage" is one key way to assure protection of the 
resources and encourage sound land-use planning. 
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3. Botanic and wildlife inventories have been completed. Kork 
should begin soon to see that potential archeological and cultural 
resources are identified and protected. 

4. In developing your action plan or program thought should be 
given on how best to interpret these unqiue areas. This includes 
examination of the possibility of educational materials and 
signage. Professional and academic input from universities 
and conservation organizations should be solicited and rgelcomed. 

5. We cannot stress too strongly the need for BLY to put money 
and manpower behind this designation. Monitoring of special 
areas with unique resources within the public lands is essential 
and should be a high priority. Designations without adequate 
protection through routine on-site monitoring defeats vour puroose. 

In reveiwing your second proposed designation -- the Xo Yan's Mesa 
Research Natural Area -- we nave some concerns and one strong, 
important recommendation. 

The concerns first -- I 

1. Limit vehicular travel to existing roads. 

2. As noted in the Environmental Assessment, 115 acres of the 
proposed designation are state-owned. Negotiations should be 
undertaken with the state to see that this parcel is perpetually 
secured within the designation. This could be accomplished 
through outright purchase, land exchange, easements, etc. 

3. Botanic, wildlife and archeological inventories have not been 
undertaken. This should be a priority in your upcoming action plan. 

4. The same concerns relating to education materials and signage 
should be addressed at this site as well. See point 4, previous 
page - 

5. :;onitoring is dso ess--+ial b.. - 2nd needs to be adzrcssed. 

However, I leave our most important and highest concern till last. 
PLI believes that the unique resources and scenic values you 
have identified in your Environmental Assessment warrant nothing 
less than ACEC status for Xo Xan's Mesa. 

tihile the ACEC Policy and Procedures Guidelines of 1980 (the 
Orange Book) has largely beenreplaced by regulations and the 
planning manual, 1617.8, the part I quote below has not been 
superseded but appears as -85 relationship to other "special 
management areas (reserved): 
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"ACZC 3esignations i4ay Complement Other Forms of Xanagenent. ACEC 
and other special management area designations are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive. 
in whole or in ;?art, 

An ACEC may overlay another form of designation, 
so as to complement the management provided 

through the other form -- for example, a unit of the !?ational 
System of Wild and Scenic Rivers, etc . .." 

As a Research Natural Area, No Xan's ?iesa will be administered 
as a Special Xanagement Area (%A). These areas, by regulation, 
are administrative in nature and do not have the legislative 
weight that is mandated in the ACEC provision under the Federal 
Land Policy and Xanagement Act. In other states (Oregon and 
California are examples) R;?As have been overlain with ACEC 
designations. 

Your Assessment makes a strong, cogent case for ACEC designation 
at No Han's Mesa. We urge your serious consideration of this 
recommendation. 

Charles ?I. Callison 
Director 
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Ken Knowles 
Assistant Area Manager 
Cedar City District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
1579 North Main 
P.O. Box 724 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Dear Mr. Knowles: 

The Resource Development Coordinating Committee and the State 
Wilderness Subcommittee have reviewed the Environmental Assessment 
for the Proposed Water Canyon/ South Fork Indian Canyon ACEC and No 
Mans Mesa RNA. The State supports the designation of both areas. 
Neither area provides a significant economic resource: but. both do 
provide excellent opportunities for research and education related 
to relic and pristine communities. Designation will afford llhe 
recognition necessary to alert the scientific community to the 
existence of these areas. The State greatly benefits by scientific 
investigation through the gradual accumulation of resource data. It 
is from this data that better land use decisions can be made in the 
future. 
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The State’s recommendation concerning the wilderness study areas 
that surround the proposed ACEC and the RNA will be communicated in 
our comments on the BLM’s Wilderness DEIS. The distinction between 
ACECs, RNAs and wilderness lies in the focus of ACECs and RNAs on 
research and educational values vs. recreation, solitude, or 
preservation of naturalness. Water Canyon/S,outh Fork Indian Canyon 
and No Mans Mesa merit recognition regardless of whether Moquith 
Mountain or the Paria-Hackberry WSAs are ever designated wilderness. 

Finally, it is requested that the reference to state trust land 
section 32, T43S. R7W and all-acreage this section would have 
contributed to the ACEC be deleted. The concern is that by 
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Ken K~lowl es 

irlcludinq Che secLior1 Lhe imylicaLion is made ~hclc: the desiyndLic 
dlso dffeCl;S SLdLe ldllds. 

Thank you fos Lhis opporLuI1 i Ly Lo commend: and your ef f arts Cc 
recoyriixe unique values. 

Sincerely. 

NHB/mec 
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